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1 
JOINT APPENDIX 


[Filed Feb. 27, 1961] 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Holding a Criminal Term 
Grand Jury Impaneled on December 22, 1960 Sworn in on ae 3, 1961 


The United States of America Criminal No. 136-"61 
v. Grand Jury No. ORIG. 


Joanne D. Coan Violation: 22 D.C.C. 1401 
Cecilia Karikas (Forgery and Uttering) 
18 U.S.C. 2314 
(Interstate Transportation of 
Forged Se 


The Grand Jury charges: 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged in its entirety an airline passenger ticket. Following isa 


photostatic copy of said falsely made and forged airline passenger ticket:* 


SECOND COUNT: 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true and genuine, a forged airline 
passenger ticket, a copy of which is set forth in the first count of this 
indictment and is incorporated herein by reference, well knowing the 


aforesaid airline passenger ticket was forged. 
THIRD COUNT: 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged in its entirety an airline passenger ticket. Following is a 
photostatic copy of said falsely made and forged airline passenger ticket: 


FOURTH COUNT: 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true and genuine, a forged airline 
passenger ticket, a copy of which is set forth in the third count of this 
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indictment and is incorporated herein by reference, well knowing the 


aforesaid airline passenger ticket was forged. 


FIFTH COUNT: 
On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 


anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged in its entirety an airline passenger ticket. Following isa 
photostatic copy of said falsely made and forged airline pyesenger ticket: 
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SIXTH COUNT: | te . 
On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 


anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 

uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true and genuine, a forged airline 

passenger ticket, a copy of which is set forth in the fifth ‘count of this 

indictment and is incorporated herein by reference, well knowing the 
aforesaid airline passenger ticket was forged. : 


SEVENTH COUNT: 
On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 


anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
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and forged in its entirety an airline passenger ticket. Following is a 
photostatic copy of said falsely made and forged airline passenger ticket{~ 


EIGHTH COUNT: 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 

anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
. uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true and genuine, a forged airline 

passenger ticket, a copy of which is set forth in the seventh count of 

this indictment and is incorporated herein by reference, well knowing 

the aforesaid airline passenger ticket was forged. 

NINTH COUNT: 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged in its entirety an airline passenger ticket. Following is a 
photostatic copy of said falsely made and forged airline passenger ticket: 


TENTH COUNT: | | 
On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 


anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true and genuine, a forged airline 
passenger ticket, a copy of which is set forth in the ninth count of this 
indictment and is incorporated herein by reference, well knowing the 
aforesaid airline passenger ticket was forged. | 
ELEVENTH COUNT: | 

On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged in its entirety an airline passenger ticket. Following isa 
photostatic copy of said falsely made and forged airline passenger ticket: 


TWELFTH COUNT: 
On or about August 4, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 


uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true and genuine, a forged airline 


passenger ticket, a copy of which is set forth in the eleventh count of 
this indictment and is incorporated herein by reference, well knowing 
the aforesaid airline passenger ticket was forged. 

THIRTEENTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged the endorsement "Hiriam Schonenberg"™ on the back of a 
bank check. Following is a photostatic copy of said check: 


PAN AMERICAN WORLD AIRWAYS, INC. | 
World's Most Experienced Airline 


Lutspnetoy Ye Aveoosr ZL, | 


City Date 
HU WET = 


Pan American World Airways, Inc. 
REFUND ACCOUNT 


.| BANKERS TRUST COMPANY By__/s/ L. M. Bennett 


529 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 


ENDORSED: /s/ Hiriam Schonenberg 


Stamped: For deposit only | 
Investment Bankers of America, Inc. 


Clearing House Stamp dated August 11, 1959 
[Photostat #87-49486 Q26 HV] 


FOURTEENTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Joanne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Sidney Spector, as true and genuine, a bank check with a 
forged endorsement on the back thereof, a copy of which is set forth in 
the thirteenth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, well knowing the endorsement was forged. | 
FIFTEENTH COUNT: © 

On or about August 11, 1959, within the District of Eckimbie: 
Joanne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful and fraudulent intent, 


did transport and cause to be transported in interstate commerce from 
.. the District of Columbia to the State of New York, a certain falsely made 


. and forged security, that is, a bank check, a copy of which is set forth in 


‘the thirteenth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
s reference, knowing the same to be falsely made and forged. 


* SIXTEENTH COUNT: 
: On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 


anne. D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
‘and forged the endorsement "Ling Chen" on the back of a bank check. 
Following is a photostatic copy of said check: 


PAN AMERICAN WORLD AIRWAYS, INC. 
World's Most Experienced Airline 
469044 


CHECK 
1-103 


enc me 
Date 


City 
GLEVE nH DRED-NINETY- FOOL Yoo poLtars $//74ZfO 
oper Aye Live CHEW 


Pan American World Airways, Inc. 
REFUND ACCOUNT 


| By /s/_L. M. Bennett 
BANKERS TRUST COMPANY ; 


529 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 


ENDORSED: . /s/ Ling Chen 
Somes For deposit only 
: Investment Bankers of America, Inc. 
Clearinghouse Stamp dated August 11, 1959 


[Photostat #87-49486 Q25 HV] 


SEVENTEENTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Sidney Spector, as true and genuine, a bank check with a 
forged endorsement on the back thereof, a copy of which is set forth 
in the sixteenth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, well knowing the endorsement was forged. 

EIGHTEENTH COUNT: 

On or about August 11, 1959, within the District of Gainmbta, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful and fraudulent intent, 
did transport and cause to be transported in interstate commerce from 
the District of Columbia to the State of New York, a certain falsely 
made and forged security, that is, a bank check, a copy of which is set 
forth in the sixteenth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein 
by reference, knowing the same to be falsely made and i ihe 
NINETEENTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 


anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged the endorsement "Peter Simmons" on the back of a bank 
check. Following is a photostatic copy of said check: 


PAN AMERICAN WORLD AIRWAYS, INC. 
: World's Most Experienced Airline 


cuecx 469042 


1-103 
GC AvevsT 6189 Ft 210 


Date 


06 DOLLARS) §$//74.50 


It OTe ETS Ketan oms Cong en TIE 


Address 
() a R ff) 


Pan American World Airways, Inc. 
REFUND ACCOUNT 


BANKERS TRUST COMPANY By, /s/ L. M. Bennett 
529 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 


ENDORSED: /s/ Peter Simmons 


Stamped: For deposit only 
Investment Bankers of America, Inc. 


Clearinghouse Stamp dated August 11, 1959 
[Photostat #87-49486 Q23 HV] 


TWENTIETH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Sidney Spector, as true and genuine, a bank check with a 
forged endorsement on the back thereof, a copy of which is set forth in 
the nineteenth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, well knowing the endorsement was forged. 

TWENTY-FIRST COUNT: 

On or about August 11, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful and fraudulent intent, 
did transport and cause to be transported in interstate commerce from 
the District of Columbia to the State of New York, a.certain falsely 
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made and forged security, that is, a bank check, a copy of which is set 
forth in the nineteenth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein 
by reference, knowing the same to be falsely made and forged. 
TWENTY-SECOND COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged the endorsement "Donald Lee" on the back of a bank check. 
Following is a photostatic copy of said check: 


PAN AMERICAN WORLD AIRWAYS, INC. 
World's Most Experienced Airline _ 


| 
curcx 469046 


pay En ee rere A DOLLARS : lca SO 


ORDER 
or 218. Dons Rep LEE 


Yo (wt. ST DE pots Kecations Gun 16€ 


Address 


& Paz 


At y NY. 


Pan American World Airways, Inc. 
REFUND ACCOUNT 


BANKERS TRUST COMPANY /s/ L. M. Bennett 
529 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. ox 


ENDORSED: /s/ Donald Lee 


Stamped: For deposit only 
Investment Bankers of America Inc. 


Clearinghouse Stamp dated August 11, 1959 
[Photostat #87-49486 Q27 HV] 
TWENTY- THIRD COUNT: 
On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Sidney Spector, as true and genuine, a bank check with a 
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forged endorsement on the back thereof, a copy of which is set forth in 
the twenty-second count of this indictment and is incorporated herein 
by reference, well knowing the endorsement was forged. 
TWENTY-FOURTH COUNT: 

On or about August 11, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful and fraudulent intent, 
did transport and cause to be transported in interstate commerce from 
the District of Columbia to the State of New York, a certain falsely made 
and forged security, that is, a bank check, a copy of which is set forth in 
the twenty-second count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, knowing the same to be falsely made and forged. 
TWENTY-FIFTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged the endorsement "Saul Leherman" on the back of a bank check. 
Following is a photostatic copy of said check: 


PAN AMERICAN WORLD AIRWAYS, INC. 
| World's Most Experienced Airline 


cuecx ___ 469041 __ 

FEINGTON 195 re 
MnsteTon RC fAvevere ie | 
- Hon) DRED -NINETY- 0 DOLLARS $ 1/G4+50 


Yo me JTubents RELATIONS. CooneaTRE 
0 Koc began ass 


NX NY 1 


Pan American World Airways, Inc. 
REFUND ACCOUNT 


BANKERS TRUST COMPANY By__/s/_L. M. Bennett 
529 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 
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/s/ Saul Leherman 


Stamped: For deposit only 
Investment Bankers of Aineriad Inc. 


Clearinghouse Stamp dated August 11, 1959 
[Photostat #87-49486 Q22 HV] 


TWENTY-SIXTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Sidney Spector, as true and genuine, a bank check with a 
forged endorsement on the back thereof, a copy of which is set forth in 
the twenty-fifth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, well knowing the endorsement was forged. : 
TWENTY-SEVENTH COUNT: 

On or about August 11, 1959, within the District of ‘Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful and fraudulent intent, 
did transport and cause to be transported in interstate commerce from 
the District of Columbia to the State of New York, a certain falsely made 


and forged security, that is, a bank check, a copy of which is set forth in 
the twenty-fifth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, knowing the same to be falsely made and forged. 


TWENTY-EIGHTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Cohinbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made 
and forged the endorsement "Mr. Roland Hodges" on the back of a bank 
check. Following is a photostatic copy of said check: | 


PAN AMERICAN WORLD AIRWAYS, INC. 
: World's Most Experienced Airline 


curcx __469043 


WAsdinaron) DC Augver L195 ea 
Date 


ty 


Pan American World Airways, Inc. 
REFUND ACCOUNT 


BANKERS TRUST COMPANY By, /s/_L. M. Bennett 
529 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 


Endorsed: /s/ Mr. Roland Hodges 


cent? For deposit only 
Investment Bankers of America, Inc. 


Clearinghouse Stamp dated August 11, 1959 
[Photostat #87-49486 Q24 HV] 
TWENTY-NINTH COUNT: 

On or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, passed and 
uttered to Sidney Spector, as true and genuine, a bank check with a 
forged endorsement on the back thereof, a copy of which is set forth in 
the twenty-eighth count of this indictment and is incorporated herein by 
reference, well knowing the endorsement was forged. 

THIRTIETH COUNT: 

On or about August 11, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Jo- 
anne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful and fraudulent intent, 
did transport and cause to be transported in interstate commerce from 
the District of Columbia to the State of New York, a certain falsely 


made and forged security, that is, a bank check, a copy of which is set 

forth in the twenty-eighth count of this indictment and is incorporated 

herein by reference, knowing the same to be falsely made and forged. 
/s/ Oliver Gasch 


Attorney of the United States in 
and for the District of Columbia 


A TRUE BILL: 
/s/ J.H. Beall 


Foreman. 


[Filed March 21, 1961] | 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ss: 
AFFIDAVIT | 
WARREN C. JOHNSON, M. D., first being duly sworn on oath 
according to law, deposes and says: 


My name is Warren C. Johnson, andIama jiveieed physician in 


the District of Columbia, specializing in the field of psychiatry, and that 
I have offices in the Park Lane, 2025 Eye Street, N. W., Washington, D.C. 

On March 17, 1961, I conferred with Cecilia Karakas, and was told 
by her that she was a defendant in a criminal case presently pending in 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. I per- 
sonally examined a document which was represented to me to be a state- 
ment of the co-defendant, Joanne Dinstel, dated December 2, 1960, and 
consisting of four (4) typewritten pages. | 

I was also told by Miss Karakas that Joanne Dinstel had repre- 
sented herself to be a concert pianist, and a participant in the 5th Annual 
Chopin Award in Warsaw, Poland. I examined a clipping which was 
represented to me to be an account of an interview of Joanne Dinstel. 
I was also told that Joanne Dinstel had informed Miss Karakas that she 
was the winner of two trophies in the New York Philharmonic Society 
Contest in 1958. I examined a photograph of Miss Dinstel holding said 
trophies. I was also told by Miss Karakas that Joanne Dinstel had 
represented herself to be studying brain surgery and in medical school. 
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Iam told by Mark B. Sandground, her attorney, that his independent 
investigation has shown that Joanne Dinstel never competed in the Chopin 
contest in Poland, was not an award winner in the New York Philharmonic 
Society contest, and that there was no contest at that date, and that she 
has never been admitted to a medical school. 

Assuming that what Mr. Sandground says is correct, I believe that 
there might be a serious doubt about whether Joanne Dinstel is suffering 
from a mental disease or disorder and whether she is suffering from a 
condition which causes her to be a pathological liar. However, I have 
never examined Joanne Dinstel, never met her, and therefore cannot 
give a competent opinion without having the opportunity of a full psychi- 
atric examination of Joanne Dinstel. 

/s/ Warren C. Johnson 


[JURAT dated March 20, 1961] 


EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 
Washington, D. C. 
Monday, March 20, 1961 
The above-entitled cause came on for hearing before THE 
HONORABLE HENRY A. SCHWEINHAUT, U. S. District Judge, at 


11:23 a.m. 


* * * /o* 


3-A MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, as to the first defendant, Your 
Honor, that is, Joanne Coan, there will be a disposition by that 
defendant. 

She is going to plead to Count 16 of the indictment. 

THE COURT: Leaving the other girl to go to trial? : 
MR. SMITHSON: To go to trial on the rest. 

* * * * 

3-B . SANDGROUND: Your Honor, may I make a preliminary 
motion at this time? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: On behalf of the defendant Cecilia Karikas, 
I urge the Court not to accept the plea of guilty on behalf of Joanne 
Coan on the grounds — ! 

THE COURT: You mean "by." | 

MR. SANDGROUND: By Joanne Coan. | 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: On the ee eieas that there is reasonable 
doubt as to her mental health at this time and the time of the offense. 

Now, Your Honor, I am in a very unusual position. I have had 
a background investigation made of the defendant Coan. 

I have also consulted with a psychiatrist. I have an affidavit 
with me from a psychiatrist. | 

I would like to urge this motion and show my affidavit to the Court 
without having to show it to Mr. Smithson, because it contains elements 
of my defense, and let the Court rule upon my motion. : 
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3-C I will give a copy to Mr. Allder andI would like to give a copy of 
my affidavit prepared by the psychiatrist to the Court. 

THE COURT: What is your motion? 

MR. SANDGROUND: My motion is that the Court not accept the 
plea‘of Joanne Coan without asking for a mental examination, not a com- 
mitment to St. Elizabeths, but an examination by the Court's psychiatric 
staff. 

THE COURT: Has any such motion ever been made in this case? 

MR. SMITHSON: No, Your Honor. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, Your Honor. It has not been made in this 
case because I have just completed my investigation. 


This is the first time on and I asked Judge Pine for a continuance. 


He said because both cases were to be tried together, he would not give 


me a continuance. 

I agreed; I believe that although it may be late, it is not improper 
to make this motion. 

Our Court of Appeals in the Lynch cases has held that if there is 
evidence of a mental disease, confession should not be accepted. 

Now, I cannot — 

3-D THE COURT: Well, I have other authority that tells me I can take 

that plea. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Well — 

THE COURT: They were indicted in February on the 27th? 

MR. SMITHSON: That is correct, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: This is the 20th of March, about three weeks later. 

Did you have any forewarning that she might plead guilty? 

Did you have any warning that she might plead guilty? 

MR. SANDGROUND: ' Yes, I did. 

THE COURT: Why, then, are you delaying? Why do you wait 
until now? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I did not have my information from the 
psychiatrist and he had not — 

THE COURT: When did you get him to start making his examina- 
tion or observation or whatever? 
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MR. SANDGROUND: On Friday, Your Honor, after we had com- 
pleted our background investigation. | 

MR. SMITHSON: I can bring out to the Court that he does not re- 
present Joanne D. Coan. 

THE COURT: I know that. 

MR. SMITHSON: And that he has not talked to J oanne D. Coan 
except on the telephone when she refused to speak with him, because 
she reported to me certain facts regarding a contact by someone alleg- 
ing to be a school chum of hers, which do not altogether tie in with what 
other material was subsequently learned. 

I understand that Mr. Allder who represents her is Soren I 
suppose, to make whatever representation, but I must acquaint the Court 
with this. | 

THE COURT: I am coming to him. | 

MR. SMITHSON: I have-talked to this witness, this 
should say, for some considerable period of time. ! 

I engaged in an interrogation of this defendant with - + in the ac- 
companiment of a special agent of the FBI. 

There has been nothing to indicate, as an officer of this Court, 
that this woman in any way suffers from any disease or any defect. 


defendant, I 


In fact, Your Honor, up to a very short time, she was attending 
| 


college and I understand getting along successfully. 

There is nothing to indicate this insofar as I know of because if 
there had been, Your Honor, I wouldn't be up here ready for trial as to 
that defendant. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: Was that Hunter College in New York, Mr. 
Smithson? 

MR. SMITHSON: I am not going to identify the college, sir. 

THE COURT: Cliff. | 

MR. ALLDER: Yes, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: What do you want to say about this? | 

MR. ALLDER: Well, we are ready to dispose of the case, Your 


Honor. 


I have known this girl for over a year, I guess, maybe a year and 
a half. I just can't remember the exact date. I represented her in 
another matter. 

And in my opinion as a layman, but also predicated upon my ex- 
perience of 31 years in criminal practice, I don't find anything wrong 
with her mentally at all. 

She may not be the brightest girl in the world, but there is nothing 
wrong with her. 

THE COURT: Let me ask you this: Why couldn't your purpose be 
served — I take it she is going to testify. 

MR. SMITHSON: She is going to testify for the Government. 

THE COURT: Yes. Why can't your purpose be served by cross 
examination of her and the introduction of your psychiatrist to impeach 
her? 

MR. SANDGROUND: It can, Your Honor, and I will withdraw the 
motion then. 

3-G THE COURT: Yes. 


* * * 


3-H EDGAR VERNON VALDEMAR PETERSEN 
‘ ,DIRECT EXAMINATION . 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Mr. Petersen, do you know or did you know a firm by the 


name of Tour Travel, Inc.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was that your concern? A. I was thepresident of that 
company. 

Q. What is that company? A. It was a travel agency. 

Q. Where did you begin your business? A. In Forest Hills, 
New York. 


Q. Did there come a time when you came to Washington, D. C.? 
A. Yes. 

Q. To open an office here? A. Yes. 

Q. At the time, sir, do you recall when it was you moved part 
of your operation down here? A. It was in the summer of 1958. 

Q. And at that time, sir, did you know a person by the name 


21 
of Joanne D. Coan? . A. At that time I knew a person by the name of 


Joanne B. Dinstel, now Coan. 
* * * — 


Q. And was she an employee of yours in New York? A. No. 

Q. Did she become an employee of yours in the wim of 
Columbia? A. Yes. : 

Q. When? A. Immediately after we had moved, or opened, I 
should say, the office in Washington. I believe it was in June, possibly, 
July of 1958. 

* * * * 

Q. All right. Had you known her prior to her coming to work 
for you in the District of Columbia? A. I have known her and her 
family, yes. 

Q. And let me ask you this: where was your place of business, 
this Tour Travel, Inc., in the District of Columbia? A, 3000 Con- 
necticut Avenue, Northwest. | 

* * * * 

Q. And did she work for you from the onset of ve office here 
when you first began? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. Did you know, sir, at that time or subsequent to that a person 
by the name of Cecilia Karikas? A. Yes, sir. 

* x * 

Q. Did she work for you, sir? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. Do you recall when she began to work for you? A. I have 
the record here which indicates that she — her employment commenced 
on January 15, 1959, and — 

Q. Did she stop working for you that year? A. And terminated 
on March 31, 1959. | 

Q. All right, sir. Was she employed at this office on Connecticut 
Avenue? A. Yes. | 

Q. What was her position there? A. Reservations agent, prin- 
cipally, and filing. ! 


* 
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Q. What was her capacity, that is, Joanne Dinstel, now Dinstel 
Coan? A. Ticket agent. 

Q. Allright: Now, tell me, sir, did you handle local as well as 
foreign tickets at that time? A. In the Washington office we handled, 
we handled and had on — in stock the domestic airline tickets. 

We did not hold the appointment from the International Air Trans- 
port Association permitting us to have the international airline stock in 
hand. 

Q. Did you have such appointment, sir, in New York? A. We 
had both the domestic and international in New York 

* * * * 

Q. What do you mean by this phrase "in stock?" A. The air- 
lines provide a travel agent with the airline tickets prior to being pre- 
pared, that is to say, it is the job of the travel agent to fill in the neces- 
sary detail on a ticket when it is purchased, and validate with a stamp 
and a date on the stamp the time the tickets are made out. 

THE COURT: So, if I understand it correctly, you had blank 
tickets on hand which you were authorized by the carrier, the airline, 
to complete and fill in, and thus issue to your customer a valid ticket, 
is that right? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

* * 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, I believe you have indicated, sir, that you had both 
privileges, that is, domestic and foreign in New York, but only the 
domestic right in the District of Columbia? A. That is: correct.. 

Q. Now, tell me, was one of the companies for which you sold 
tickets Pan American Airways? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that strictly a foreign airways or a domestic? A. That is 
strictly a foreign airline of — American owned foreign airline. 

Q. All right. Now, directing your attention to the period of 
April, 1959, I will ask you, sir, if you had occasion to surrender cer- 
tain tickets to the Pan American Airways representative? A. Yes, sir. 
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And do you have those records with you? A. Yes, sir. 


* * * 
| 


(Receipt of 4-16-59 for ticket stock 
of Pan American Airways marked as 
Government's Exhibit No. 1 for 
identification.) 


(Pan American Airways' Flight 
Coupons marked respectively Gov- 


ernment's Exhibits 2 through 7 for 
identification. ) 


* * * i * 

Q. I show you Mr. Petersen, Government Exhibit No. 1 for 
identification. For the record, what is it? : 

What is that instrument, sir? A. This instrument is a receipt 
from Pan American Airways' representative who upon removing the 
airline tickets stock, as we term them, from our office, rendered to 
our representative in New York a receipt giving the numbers of the 
tickets which we turned back to Pan American Airways as unused. 

Q. Tell me, sir, was that from your Washington office? A. 
These were from our office at 180 West 42nd Street in New York City. 

Q. All right. And the date of that, sir? A. This is dated on 
April 16, 1959, but I believe I should draw your attention, to one factor 
here. 

We believe that this is erroneous insofar as it is a? contended 
by Pan Am and correctly so that the date was April 17, 1959. 

Q. Now, why do you say that it was the wrong date? What by 
way of your records do you. have to show it as a day later? A. I have 
a letter on March 8, 1960, from Pan American Airways which was the 
first date of notice of these missing tickets to us. : 

Q. Now, is that to you, sir? A. This is to Travelers Club, 
Inc., to my attention, in the care of Travelers Club, Ine. » 99-23 Queens 
Boulevard, Forest Hills, New York. 


Q. Now, let me have this for a moment. 
* * * 


Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibit No. 8 for identification, 
for the record, sir, what is this exhibit? A. This is a letter ad- 
dressed to myself. 

THE COURT: By whom? 

THE WITNESS: By Pan American Airways main office in New 
York. 

THE COURT: Dated? 

THE WITNESS: Dated March 8, 1960. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, let me ask you, sir, does that letter refer by numbers 
to certain Pan American tickets which are likewise reflected as being 
part of a series on Government Exhibit No. 1? 

THE COURT: Which is the receipt. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Which is the receipt. A. The tickets in the letter are omitted 
from the receipt given to us by Pan American Airways on April 17. 

Q. Do they fall in a series of the same numbers, sir? A. They 
do. 

Q. I show you at this time Government Exhibit 2 for identification. 
What is it? A. This is the flight coupon No. 1 which reflects the 
typewritten completed ticket made out to one of the names of the people 
appearing in this letter and also bearing one of the numbers that appear 
in the letter referred to. 

Q. Now, sir, directing — 

THE COURT: Just a moment, please. I am afraid that answer 
doesn't help us as much as it should. I haven't the faintest idea what a 
flight coupon is. 

MR. SMITHSON: I will straighten that out. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. What do you mean by a flight coupon? Is thata ticket? A. 
A flight coupon is a part of the airline ticket. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, the number on this instrument, Govern- 
ment Exhibit 2 for identification, do you see up in this top corner, sir, 
02631375074? A. Right. 
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THE COURT: Blank, I take it. 
MR. SMITHSON: Blank tickets, Your Honor. 
THE WITNESS: They are, sir. 


* * * l * 

MR. SMITHSON: Nine, Your Honor, so marked, 9 is the series 
263 beginning with tickets 1375051 and it is a quantity of 25 tickets 
beginning with that number. 

And 10 is the tickets in the 263 series, a quantity of 25 in a ship- 
ment, beginning with the numbers 1446826, and carrying through for 25. 

THE COURT: Consecutive? 

MR. SMITHSON: Consecutive, it says, because from and to, they 
are consecutive series. 

THE COURT: They will be received. 

MR. SMITHSON: They are in evidence now. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, sir, I would like to show you Government ‘Exhibit No. 11. 

What is it? A. This is a Pan American World Airways refund check. 


Q. And tell me, sir, the date of the check. A. the date of the 
check is August 6, 1959. 


Q. Payableto whom? A. Mr. Hiram Schonenberg. 

Q. And tell me, sir, that check, what is the purpose of that check? 
A. This is a refund check that has been issued in exchange for unused 

flight coupons. 

Q. By unused, you mean where a flight has not been taken? A. 
That is correct. | 

Q. Now, sir, was that check negotiated? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Now, what bank did Pan American Airways use for their 
checking privilege or purpose? A. That is the Bankers Trust Company 
of New York. 

Q. And is it indicated on that check for that purpose? A. Yes, 
it is. 

Q. And the amount of the check? A. $1194.50. 

THE COURT: Is that check number 469045? 
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Q. Now, that is off Government Exhibit 2, is that correct? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Now, I show you Government Exhibit 1 which you have said is 
the receipt given to you by Pan American picking up the tickets in your 
possession. 

Do you see, sir, a ticket in there — 

THE COURT: The same serial number? 

MR. SMITHSON: I am looking for it, Your Honor. It is not in this 
particular one. Just a minute. 

These are the ones that were picked up. All right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, sir, do you see that particular number in that receipt? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Now, let me ask you this. Would you look at the validation 
stamp on Government Exhibit No. 2. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that your validation stamp? A. No, sir. 

Q. What is a validation stamp? A. A validation stamp is a — 
the name and address of the agency and the date contained on the stamp 
which we used to place in the upper right-hand corner of a ticket, im- 
printed on to the ticket. It is a machine we use, a hand machine, to 
identify the ticket as having been issued by our office. 

Q. You. say.that is:notsyours there?:.A. No, sir. «+ 

Q. Now, sir, with regard to that number which I have previously 
read to you, ending 5074, I will ask you if pursuant to Government 
Exhibit No. 8, from Pan American Airways, that is one of the tickets 
chargeable to your business? A. Yes, sir. : 

Q. And it was chargeable to you as allegedly issued under what 
name? A. Tour Travel International, Inc. 

Q. And it was allegedly completed, sir, as a ticket under what 
name or coupon, however you describe it? A. Hiram Schonenberg. 

Q. Would you spell the last name. A. S-c-h-o-n-e-n-b-e-r-g. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, going on then to Government Exhibit 3 
for identification, what is it? A. This is a similar ticket bearing a 
different number. 
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THE COURT: What is the number? 

THE WITNESS: 1446829, and - | 

THE COURT: Purports to have been issued to whom? 

THE WITNESS: Let me get to that. Peter Simmons, Jr. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Let me ask you, sir, is that the — is that number embraced 
on the tickets picked up from Pan American Airways as reflected by 
Government Exhibit No. 1? A. No, sir. 

Q. Is it one of those chargeable to you, sir, as reflected by Gov- 
ernment's Exhibit No. 8? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, does that have your validation stamp ah it? A. No, 

: 7 

Q. All right. 

THE COURT: What about the one ending 5074, did that have a 
validation on it? 

MR. SMITHSON: It had one, Your Honor, which he’ ‘Said was not 
his. 


THE COURT: And 829 doesn't have any validation ‘ all, is that 
right? 
MR. SMITHSON: Yes, it does, Your Honor, but he says it is not 


his. 
THE COURT: Ali right. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 4 for identification. 
What is it? A. This is airline ticket No. 0263- ~1446827, 

Q. Now, tell me, sir, was that particular airline ticket or coupon 
allegedly issued in any name? A. It was issued to Ling Chen, C-h-e-n. 
Q. Andis that, sir, one of those tickets which were picked up 
from Pan American Airways as reflected on Government Exhibit No. 1 

from your office? A. It was not picked up, no. 

Q. Is that one of those chargeable by the records, sir, on Gov- 
ernment Exhibit 8 to your office? A. Yes. 

Q. Does it have a validation stamp on it? A. Yes. 
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Q. Is it your validation stamp? A. No, sir. 

THE COURT: Should we know — I don't know whether it is mate- 
rial or not — from the witness whether he knows what kind of or whose 
validation stamp was employed on the two that had it? 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I would rather answer that at the 
Bench, rather than ask the — 

THE COURT: I am not trying to try your case. 

MR. SMITHSON: I know that, but something might be said, Your 
Honor, and I don't'think that maybe it should be answered quite that way. 

THE COURT: I have suggested the thought. That is all. 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, I will be glad to answer Your Honor, but 
I don't want to do it -- 

THE COURT: No. I don't need the answer now. 

* * * 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Let me show you, sir, Government Exhibit No. 5. What is 
it? A. This is ticket No. 0263-1375075. 

Q. Allegedly issued in what name? A. Samuel Leherman. 

* * * * 

Q. Is it Samuel? Can you make it out? A. I beg your pardon. 
It is Saul, S-a-u-l. 

THE COURT: Spell the last name. 

THE WITNESS: Leherman, L-e-h-e-r-m-a-n. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, tell me, sir, is that Exhibit No. 5 one of those tickets 
allegedly or picked up by Pan American on April 17, 1959 from your 
concern? A. No, sir. 

Q. Tell me, sir, is it one of those chargeable to you? A. Yes, 
sir. 


Q. Does it have a validation stamp on it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is it your validation stamp? A. No, sir. 
Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 6 for identification. What 
is it? A. Ticket No. 0263-1446826. 
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Q. And tell me, sir, in what name is it allegedly issued? A. 


Donald Lee, L-e-e. 
* * * i * 


Q. Has that got a validation stamp on it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Andis it yours? A. No, sir. 

Q. Tell me this, sir, is that likewise one of those picked up 
from your concern on the 16th or 17th of April, 1959? A. No, 


Q. Is it one of those chargeable to you, sir? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 7 for identification. 
What is it? A. Ticket No. 0263-1446828. : 

Q. Andin what name, sir? A. Roland Hodges, H-o-d-g-e-s. 

Q. And let me ask you this, sir. Is that one of the tickets picked 
up by Pan American representative in April of 1959? A. No, sir. 

Q. Is it one of those chargeable to you, sir? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And does it have a validation stamp on it? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Isit yours? A. No, sir. 
* * 


MR. SMITHSON: . Thank you. i 


(Government's Exhibits 1 and 8 
marked for identification were re- 
ceived in evidence.) 


* * * i * 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, what I hope to evoke on cross 
examination will not only be pertinent as to his testimony on direct 
examination, but will be directly concerned with my aetespe in this 
case, and with Miss Dinstel. 

I am sure that there will be a proper objection to many of the 
questions I would ask on cross examination at this time. 

However, I believe — | 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, we have no proffer as to what it would 
be, Your Honor. 

I don't understand — 

“THE COURT: Can you tell me more without doing a any harm to 
your own case? 
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MR. SANDGROUND: I can tell you this much, Your Honor. The 
evidence will show that Miss Dinstel forged the name of Mrs. Petersen 
to certain bank checks. 

MR. SMITHSON: I think you better hold your voice down, sir, 
because — 

MR. SANDGROUND: Sorry. 

MR. SMITHSON: -- there was no charge against her. It was 
nollied and that is not admissible. 

MR. SANDGROUND: It is admissible to show a prior pattern of 
this activity and to show a relationship between these people which is 
quite out of the ordinary. 

I believe I can show that, first, that Mr. Petersen was keeping 
Miss Dinstel in an apartment in the District of Columbia. She had 
access to — 

THE COURT: Is she going to be your witness? 

MR. SMITHSON: Sure, she is going to be my — 

THE COURT: It is better to err on the side of the defendant, if 
I am committing error at all. 

I will let him go subject to recall later. 


* * * 


LEWIS E. WORLEY 
* * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

* * * * 

Q. And your employment, Mr. Worley? A. I am an internal 
auditor with Pan American Airways. 

Q. AndI will ask'you, sir, if you are have pursuant to a 
subpoena directed to your superior, Mr. Marcone? A. Iam. 

Q. And are you in charge of the records which were directed to 
be brought pursuant to that subpoena? A. I am, sir, 

Q. Did those records reflect, sir, certain tickets? A. They did. 

Q. And have you recently made those available to a U. S. Marshal 
in this courtroom? A. Yes, Ihave, sir. 
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Q. Now, I would like to show you, Mr. Worley, Government's 
Exhibit 2 for identification. What is this? A. That is sas coupon 
of travel by any international or domestic carrier. 

Q. And this purports to be from what company? A. Pan Ameri- 
can World Airways. 

Q. Is that one of your coupons or tickets? A. It is. 

Q. And tell me, sir, this particular name, do you recognize that 

name, Hiram Schonenberg? A. In what way, sir? | 

Q. I will ask you, sir, did you have occasion to pay a refund on 
that name? A. Yes, we did. 

Q. Is that the refund coupon there, or ticket? A. ‘That is right. 

THE COURT: Just a moment. Is a flight coupon and a refund 
coupon the same thing? ! 

THE WITNESS: A refund can only be given on an unused flight 
coupon, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. All you have before you at the moment 
is the unused flight coupon? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

THE COURT: Then your last question confuses me, Mr. 
Smithson. | 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Tell me, it indicates an unused coupon, is that correct? As 
No. This coupon has been honored, stamped. 

Q. Allright. Honored in what way? A. Refund, as it is so 
marked, | 
Q. Allright, sir. Now, does that purport — is this one of the 
instruments, sir, that is chargeable to a Tour Travel in the name of 
Petersen? A. That is correct. | 

Q. And did you charge others back to him, sir? A. Yes, we 


did. 


Q. And I will show you, sir, Government Exhibit 3 for identifi- 
cation, What is it? A. This is also one of the tickets that was re- 
funded. 
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Q. Allright. And that, sir, indicates that there was a refund 
on that particular ticket? A. That is correct. 

Q. In what name? A. Mr. Peter Simmons, Jr. 

THE COURT: Let me pause and interrupt you at this moment to 
ask what appears on the face of those two flight coupons to tell you that 
it was honored, as you put it, by a refund. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. There is a rubber stamp on here that 
says, "Honored, DCA," which is our abbreviation for the Washington 
Sales Office. 

There is also a rubber — 

THE COURT: Hold it a moment. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: DCA is your abbreviation for the Washington Sales 
Office? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

THE COURT: What does DCA mean? 

THE WITNESS: It is a communication code. 

THE COURT: Code? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, it is. 

THE COURT: All right. Now, is there any other way to honor it 
rather than by refund? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, yes, sir, itis. If this ticket has actually 
been flown, it will also: be: marked "Honored," and the station code will 
be also marked on the ticket. 

THE COURT: Now, that gets me to my basic question. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: How do you tell from this stamp that it was honored 
not by flight but by refund? 

THE WITNESS: There is a rubber stamp on here that says, “Re- 
funded by order no." and then it has the check number and it has the 
initials of the person who handled the refund and the date. 

THE COURT: I see. All right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
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Q. Now, was that likewise, sir, one of those dliargeable to Tour 
Travel, Inc., Mr. Petersen's outfit? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. AndI will show you, sir, Government Exhibit 4 for identifica- 
tion. What is it? A. That is the same, sir. 

Q. Does that likewise, sir, indicate that it was honored by a re- 
fund? A. Yes, sir, it was. 

Q. Is that likewise one of those that were chargeable to the 
Petersen organization, Tour Travel? A. It was, sir. ! 

THE COURT: Is that Ling Chen? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, sir — | 

MR. SMITHSON: Excuse me, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I am sorry. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Government Exhibit 5 for identification. Is that pndiariy: 
sir, an honored refund? A. Itis, sir. 

Q. Inthe name of Saul Leherman? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And likewise indicated honored by a refund? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 6 for identification. 


What is it? A. Itis the same, exactly the same. 
Q. Does it indicate a refund, sir? A. It does. 
Q. And in what name, sir? A. Mr. Donald Lee. 
Q. And was that honored by refund in the District of Columbia? 


A. It was, sir. 
Q. All of them were, is that right? A. Yes, they were, 
Q. I show you Government Exhibit 7. What is it? | |A. Exactly 
the same, sir. | 
Q. A refund honored in the District of Columbia? tk. Yes, sir. 
Q. In the name of Roland Hodges? A. That is correct. 
Q. Likewise one of those chargeable to Mr. Petersen? A. That 
is correct. ! 


. 
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Q. Tell me, sir, would you look at Exhibit 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7. 
Do they purport tobe, sir, the same trip, for the same amount of 


money refunded? A. Yes, sir, they were. 

THE COURT: The same trip, I take it on the same plane? 

MR. SMITHSON: No, Your Honor. The same routing — it's 
indicated — 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Is the routing indicated on the left-hand side, sir? A. Yes, 

sir, they are. The routing looks like — 

Q. Goahead. A. The routing was New Orleans to New York by 
Eastern Airlines; New York to Rome by Pan American; and Rome to 
New York by Pan American; and New York to New Orleans by Eastern 
Airlines. 

Q. Tell me, sir, there is a validation stamp on each of those, 
is there not? A. Yes, there is. 

Q. Did you subsequently learn, sir, that that is not a validation 
stamp for Delta? A. That is correct. 


* * * * 


(Government's Exhibits marked Nos. 
2 through 7 for identification, received 
in evidence. ) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, a refund was paid by your records on each of those, is 
that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. For the amount of $1194.50? A. That is correct. 

Q. For a total of how much, if you — A. Approximately $7200. 

me * * * 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Worley, on direct examination you testified that you 
learned that the validation stamp which appears on Government's 
Exhibits 2 through 7 for Delta Travel Bureau was not the proper valida- 
tion stamp, is that correct? A. Well, the Delta Travel Service at 603 
Common Street, New Orleans, denied any knowledge of that stamp and 
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when they returned our recallable commission invoice that we had sent 
them upon receipt of these refunds — refunded tickets, they validated a 
piece of paper to indicate the type of validation stamp that they used, 
and it did not agree with the validation stamp that is on that ticket. 

Q. Is there — there is a Delta Travel Bureau? A. Absolutely. 

Q. In New Orleans? A. Yes, sir, there is. ! 

Q. Is it part of your job, sir, to collect unused tickets for Pan 
American, pick up stocks of unused tickets? A. No, normally that is 
the duty of the local district sales office that the travel agent comes 

under. ! 

Q. Do you know any of the circumstances — how the tickets were 
picked up from a travel agency called Tour Travel? A. Only through 
hearsay. ! 

MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions. 


* * * 


Washington, D. C. 
Tuesday, March 21, 1961 


* * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you at this time, Mr. Worley, Government Exhibits 
9 and 10 for identification. What are they? A. This is what Pan 
American calls a ticket invoice and is used when we pass = to 
various agents at stations in Pan American. 


Q. Does that include various travel bureaus? It includes travel 


bureaus, that is correct. 

Q. And tell me, sir, do those relate to the place re as Tour 
Travel, Inc., in New York? A. Actually one group of these tickets 
went to Tour Travel. The other group of tickets went to the Betty White 
Travel Bureau, which was eventually bought out by Tour. Travel. 

Q. Allright. And do they reflect, sir, by number, particularly, 
under the classification or form number 263, certain tickets which were 
sent to Tour Travel, or its predecessor organization? | 


46 
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MR. SMITHSON: Yes, itis, sir. 
THE COURT: Ali right. 
MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I will state this will relate to the 
series of counts beginning 13 through 30. 
THE COURT: All right. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. I show you at this time Government Exhibit 12 for identification. 
What is it? A. It is also a refund check drawn onthe-Bankers Trust 
Company in New York. 
Q. Tell me, sir, the date of that and its general description. A. 
This is also dated August 6, 1959, Washington, D. C. and the 
amount is $1194.50, and it is payable to Mr. Ling Chen in the care of 
the International Students Relations Committee, of Rockefeller Plaza, 
New York. 
THE COURT: Check number? 
THE WITNESS: The check number is 469044. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


Q. Likewise, sir, drawn on the Bankers Trust of New York? A. 


Q. And negotiated? A. And negotiated. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit — 

THE COURT: Just a minute please. 

MR. SMITHSON: Excuse me. 

THE COURT: That is what numbered exhibit? 
MR. SMITHSON: That is exhibit, Your Honor, 12. 


THE COURT: To whom were 11 and 12 negotiated? 
* * * ax 


THE COURT: Can you tell from the endorsement or whatever is 
stamped on the back of this number 11 — 

MR. SMITHSON: This is 11. 

THE COURT: — who cashed it or whether it was deposited or 
what? 

THE WITNESS: This check was endorsed by the name appearing 
onthefront which is the payee or appears to be the endorsement of the 
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payee and it was deposited in a bank that — by the Investment Bankers of 
America. : 

THE COURT: All right. What about 12? 

THE WITNESS: Twelve is exactly the same, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibit 13 for identification. 
What is it? A. That is also a refund check. 

Q. The number of it? A. 469042 and the amount is 5 $1194. 50. 
This check is payable to a Mr. — I can't make this out — Peter Simmons, 
I believe, Junior. : 

Q. Allright, sir. Was it endorsed also, sir? A. | This check 

was endorsed and deposited by the Investment Bankers of America. 

* * * | 

Q. I show you Government's Exhibit 14, sir. What is it? A. 
That is also a refund check, Pan American Airways; the number is 


469046. The amount is $1194.50, and the check is payable to Mr. 
Donald Lee. 


It was endorsed — the endorsement as shown on the reverse side 
is also Donald Lee and it was deposited by Investment Bankers of 
America. : 

* * * H * 

Q. Showing you, sir, Government Exhibit 15 for identification. 
What is it? A. That is also a Pan American World Airways refund 
check, number 469041, and the amount is $1194.50. The check was 
payable to Saul — it looks like Leherman. 

Q. Is it endorsed, sir? A. The check is endorsed 1 by that name 
and it was deposited by the Investment Bankers of America. 

Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 16 for identification. 
What is it? A. That is also a Pan American World Airways refund 
check, number 469043 in the amount of $1194.50. 

The check was payable to Mr. Roland Hodges. The, check was 


endorsed and it was deposited by the Investment Bankers: of America. 
* * * | oe 


38 
Q. * * * * * JT want you to take these exhibits which are 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6 and 7 and compare them, sir, with the exhibit 9 and the exhibit 
10. 


Are those tickets found among those charged to Tour Travel? A. 
(Examining.) 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, in order to save the Court's 
time, we are willing to stipulate that these tickets will match up with 
these checks and that they were properly charged to Tour Travel. We 


49 are willing to stipulate that all of this evidence is readily 
admissible. 
* * * * 


MR. SMITHSON: And in view of the stipulation, then, Your Honor, 
the Government offers the exhibits 2 through 7, which are the ticket 
stubs which were identified yesterday in the various, the six various 
names, 

THE COURT: You offered them yesterday and I asked you to with- 
hold them? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, you did, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I will receive them now. 

* * * * 

MR. SMITHSON: 

Now, Your Honor, the Government will likewise offer 11 through 
16 which constitute the checks from Pan American payable in those six 


names. 
THE COURT: I will receive those. 
* * * * 
51 MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, it has been agreed yesterday, and 


I understand Mr. Sandground still abides by the stipulation, that the 
witness, Mr. Ewald, if he were present, and that this may be received 


in evidence, in lieu of his testimony to the same effect. 
* 


* * * 


He is the representative of the Bankers Trust Company of New 
York, New York City, New York, down here pursuant to a subpoena 
duces tecum. 
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He has brought with him a ledger card. This ledger card shows 
that there is a quantity, a sum of money, the figure is $37, 432.49, 
which is circled on this particular ledger card, on the left-hand column; 
that that constitutes a deposit or a charge against the account of Pan 
American World Airways 28-19 Bridge Plaza North, Long Island City, 
New York, and that that is based on a running tape which is likewise 
here and will be appropriately marked in evidence, which indicates six 
items comprising part of that total deposit of $1194.50; all six of them 
being chargeable against the Pan American account. 

THE COURT: Can you identify them as being — representing the 
checks that are in evidence or some of them? 

MR. SMITHSON: The only way that it can be done, Your Honor, 
in that regard, is by the amount which is unique to all six, of $1194.50. 

THE COURT: Are you stipulating, Mr. Sandground, that that 
ledger sheet, or that figure on the ledger sheet, represents six of the 
checks in evidence? | 

MR. SANDGROUND: We are, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Do you know which six they do represent? 

MR. SMITHSON: They are the six which are presently being 
examined by the Jury, Your Honor. There is only six. | 

* * * 1 * 

MR. SANDGROUND: As we understand this stipulation, these 
checks were deposited in the bank and these records indicate that these 
charges were made against the account of Pan American World Airways. 

THE COURT: To whose account were they credited? 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, you see, Your Honor, these were refund 
checks. They were chargeable against the checking account of Pan 

American. In other words;:Pan American paid out the funds. 

THE COURT: Is that all that shows? 

MR. SMITHSON: That is all that will show, plus the date, that 
this was a transaction at the bank of August 12, 1959. 

THE COURT: Then those two exhibits — they are — 
apparently? 


| 
* ; 
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THE COURT: They do not reflect, either one of them, to whose 
account — 

MR. SMITHSON: To whom they were payable, you mean? 

THE COURT: To whose account they were deposited. 

MR. SMITHSON: Not to who deposited them or to whom they were 
payable, only that the drawee, shall I say, the person on whose account 
they were drawn, was Pan American Airways at Bankers Trust of New 
York. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. SANDGROUND: That is our understanding of the stipulation. 

* * * * 

MR. SMITHSON: Seventeen is the running tape of the six items, 
and 18 is the ledger account. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Of Pan American. 

MR. SMITHSON: Of Pan American with Bankers Trust. 

THE COURT: Very well. 

MR. SMITHSON: Let me have the witness Joanne Coan. 

Whereupon. 

JOANNE DINSTEL COAN 


was called as a witness by the Government, and having been duly sworn, 


was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT. EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: are. 
Q. Now, I want you to keep your voice up and speak as loudly as 


Iam. 

Would you give me your full name, A. Joanne Dinstel Coan. 
D-i-n-s-t-e-l. 

Q. And Dinstel was your maiden name? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And Coan, C-o-a-n, was your married name? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Are you married now? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Allright. Now, tell me, do you know, or did you know a 
person by the name of Valdemar Petersen? A. Yes, I did.- 

Q. How long have you know Mr. Petersen? A. Since about 1957. 

Q. Since about 1957. A. I believe that is correct. 
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Q. a ete re og ea oe Est A. 
Yes, I do. 
Q. Is that person in the courtroom? A. Yes, she is. 


Q. Whereis she? A. She is seated to my right at the table. 
MR. SMITHSON: May the record reflect that the witness identi- 
fies the defendant. | 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. Now, where did you meet the defendant Cecilia Karikas? A. 
While I was working at Tour Travel International, Inc. 
Q. And in this city? Did you meet her in this city? A. Yes, I 


did. 
Q. And can you approximate the date, shall we say the month or 
the year? A. I met her when she first came to work with Tour Travel. 

I imagine that must have been somewhere in December or January. 

THE COURT: Of what year? 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Of what year? A. Either '58 or '59. 

THE COURT: I can't hear you, Miss. 

THE WITNESS: It was either 1958 or 1959. 

THE COURT: Sit back a little and see if we can hear Ries without 
using that microphone. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, this particular office of Tour Travel, where was it 
located, Mrs. Coan? A. It was located at 3000 Connecticut Avenue, 
Northwest. : 

@. In the District of Columbia? A. In the District of Columbia. 

Q. And you worked there in what capacity? A. I wae Mr. 
Petersen's secretary. | 

Q. Mr. Petersen's secretary? A. Thatis correct, sir. 

Q. And tell me, did you sell tickets? A. In actuality I sold 
domestic tickets. 

Q. Domestic tickets? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you ever’sell any foreign tickets? A. Iwas not able to 

write them. 
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Q. Allright. Do you know of your own knowledge whether or not 
this defendant was acquainted with the procedure for writing foreign 
tickets? A. I believe she was. 

Q. AndI would like to direct your attention to that spring of 1959, 
did you leave the employment of Mr. Petersen? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. About what time? A. I became ill in the early part of April. 
I was paid through the 31st of April, but I did leave before then. 

Q. And you returned to your home? A. I returned to my home. 

Q. And your home is in Nazareth, Pennsylvania? A. In Nazareth, 
Pennsylvania. I went home to be married. 

Q. And you were ultimately married? A. Yes, sir, I was. 

Q. Now, there came a time, I believe, when you returned to the 
District of Columbia, is that correct? A.Thatis correct. 

Q. Do you know at the time when you were working for Tour 
Travel where the defendant was residing, that is, Cecilia Karikas, was 
residing in the District of Columbia? A. I believe it was at her home. 

Q. Where — what is the address, if you know. A. 1802 or 1801 


Columbia Road, I believe, Columbia Road, Northwest. 


Q. In the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You have been there? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. All right. Now, when you returned having gone to yourvhome in 
Nazareth, when you next returned to the District of Columbia, were you 
working for the Petersen enterprises, or Tour Travel at that time? 

A. No, I was not. ; 

Q. Why did you come down here? A. Just for a visit. 

Q. Did you stay with anyone? A. Yes. I stayed with Cecilia 
Karikas. 

THE COURT: I can't hear you. You stayed where? 

THE WITNESS: I stayed with the defendant. 

THE COURT: Miss Karikas? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q.. And at this address of 1801 Columbia Road? A. 
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Q. Now, at that time — how long did you stay down here? A. 
Shorterthana week. It wasn't ~ three or four days, perhaps. 

Q. Can you tell us when you first came back to the District of 
Columbia? A. It was sometime in July. 

Q. And you say you stayed less than a week? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you go anywhere after that? A. Home. 

Q. Back to Nazareth? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you return again to the District of Columbia? A. Yes, 
I did. 

Q. About how much time elapsed before you return? A. About 
three weeks. 


Q. And do you recall when you got back into the District of 
Columbia? A. I believe that was at the end of July. 

Q. The end of July? A. The end of July or the beginning of 
August. | 
Q. And where did you stay on this occasion? A. With Miss 


Karikas. 
Q. That is the same, the defendant Cecilia Karikas? A. That 
is correct. 
Q. Now, while you were in the District of Columbia on this sec- 
ond trip, I will ask you if you saw any blank airline tickets? A. Iam 
sorry. Would you repeat that question. ! 
Q. Did you see any blank airline tickets? | 
THE COURT: Where? 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. In the District of Columbia when you were ving back with 
Cecilia Karikas? 
THE COURT: In July? 
MR. SMITHSON: In July. | 
THE WITNESS: Was that my first visit or my second? 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Your second visit. A. Yes, I did. 
Q: And where in the District of Columbia were you en you 
first saw them? A. In her apartment. 


44 

Q. And that is at the same address? A. That is correct. 

Q. And where were they? Did anyone have them. Where were 
they, physically? A. They were in some file folders that I had with me. 

Q. And where had those file folders been. A. In my suit case. 

Q. And had they been back at your home in Nazareth? A. You 
mean, had the file folders been — I had brought them from my home to 

the District of Columbia. 

Q. Allright. Had you gone into those files or seen those tickets 
prior to your second visit to Cecilia Karikas' residence the latter part 
of July, 1959? A. No, I didn't because I didn't go through my files be- 
fore that:time. 

Q. Now, when you saw those tickets, may I have the exhibits 2 
through 7 — I want to place these tickets before you in number and then 
I want to step back so that your voice won't drop — 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and7. 

(Places on witness desk.) 

Now, at the time that you first saw those items, are those the 
tickets yousaw? A. (Examines.) Yes, I believe they are. 

. Q. Were they filled out as they are now? A. No, they were not. 
They were blank when I got them. 

Q. Would you look at the top right-hand corner of each one of 
them. Do you know what a validation stamp is Mrs. Coan? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Were those validation stamps on there? A. I don't believe 
they_were. 

Q. Now, when you first saw them, did you have any conversation 
with the defendant, relative to those six exhibits? Did she say anything 
to you or did you say anything to her about them? A. You mean, prior 
to the time of them being filled out? 

Q. Either when they were — when you first saw them, or up to 
the time they were filled out? | A. Not before I had seen them, no, 
sir, I had no conversation about it. 

Q. All right. Did — 

THE COURT: Just a moment, please. Come to the Bench. 
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(At the Bench.) ! 

THE COURT: I usually try to wait until you finish before asking 
questions, but I guess I am notorious for not always waiting. 

I want to know something and I don't know whether to ask now or 
let it remain with you to be asked later on. | 

But I am curious to know how she happened to have these tickets 
with her in Nazareth and how she happened to bring them down here. 

MR. SMITHSON: I will bring that out, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: It is not clear yet. | 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, I will tell you, for your information, She 
used to take work home quite often and — 

THE COURT: Yes. It occurred to me that her testimony concern- 

ing this would not be clear to the jury as she gives her testimony, 
may puzzle them, as it did me, unless they know why she had them up 
there. | 

MR. SMITHSON: All right. I will do it at this time, I was wait- 
ing, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: I believe you better do it now. 

MR. SMITHSON: Okeh. 

(In open Court) 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 


Q. When you first saw those six blank tickets in your possession, 


how did they get in your possession, Mrs. Coan? | 

What were you doing with them at that time? A. You mean, how 
did they arrive — 

Q. How did you happen to have them, yes. A. I a don't 
know. I presume, and this is only a presumption on my Part - 

MR. SANDGROUND: Object to any presumption, Your Honor. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Let me ask you this, then. Did you ever have occasion to 
take work home? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And did you do that infrequently, or frequnty? A. As the 
occasion,required,, I took work-home... : 


THE -CQURTs. What kind-of work and what would } you do with it? 
Why would you take it home? 
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THE WITNESS: Any work that had become backlogged in order 
to catch up with my work, I took home. 

THE COURT: What would you do with it? What kind of work did 
you do? 

THE WITNESS: Letters and typing and any sort of work that had 
become backlogged in the office. 

THE COURT: You say you don't know how you happened to have 
these tickets in your home? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

THE COURT: You don't know? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't. 

THE COURT: You had them, you took them with you back to 
Nazareth, Pennsylvania? 

THE WITNESS: I must have because — 

THE COURT: You saw them there? 

THE WITNESS: No, I saw them in the District of Columbia. 

THE COURT: You didn't know when you had brought your folders 
back to the District — you had already stopped working, had you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Do you know why you took any work home to 
Nazareth? 

THE WITNESS: It was work that I was finishing up for the job. 

THE COURT: Even though you — 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: - no longer had the job? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

THE COURT: But you don't know how you happened to have these 
tickets? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't. 

THE COURT: And in Nazareth you didn't see the tickets? 

THE WITNESS: No, because I didn't get into my file folders in 
Nazareth. 

THE COURT: At all? 
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THE WITNESS: No, I didn't. : 

THE COURT: So when you come back here, you then had occasion 
to look into your folder to do some work, is that it. 

THE WITNESS: It was the second time I returned. I had full in- 
tentions of doing it the first time I returned, but I got so busy that I 
didn't. 

THE COURT: So the second trip back here, you then started to do 
the work that was — 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

THE COURT: — unfinished. And in the course of that process, 
you saw these tickets. 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

THE COURT: Which were blank? 

THE WITNESS: They were blank. 

THE COURT: And did not have, as you now recall, a validation 
stamp? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, I am sure they didn't. 

THE COURT: All right. Now pick it up from there. 

MR. SMITHSON: All right, sir. : 

THE COURT: It is pretty clear. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, did there come a time that you hada conversation with 
Cecilia Karikas relative to filling out those tickets? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And can you place the date of that? A. I believe it was some- 
time at the end of July. | 

Q. And what was the conversation? What did she say to you or 


youtoher? A. That we were going to fill these things out and I was 
told how to fill them out. | 
Q. Well, now, at the time that you were told that you were going 


to fill them out, and you say you were instructed how, those tickets are 
typed, arethey not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who did the typing? A. I did. 

Q. And who told you what to put on there? A. Miss Karikas. 
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Q. Had you ever filled out one of those foreign tickets like that? 
A. No, sir, I can't fill out foreign tickets. 

Q. At the time that you filled them out, did you know the persons 
Hiram Schonenberg, Ling Chen, Peter Simmons, Roland Hodges, Saul 
Leherman? A. No, sir. 

Q. Where did those names come from? A. I haven't the 
vaguest idea. 

Q. Well, how did you type them on there? A. I was told to 
type them on. 

Q. Who told you to type them on? A. Miss Karikas. 

Q. After you typed those on, what —- after you typed those tickets, 
what did you do with them? A. I believe I gave them to Miss Karikas. 

Q. Atthis same apartment? A. Yes, um, hum. . 

Q. Now, after you gave these tickets to Miss Karikas, did you 
see the tickets again? A. Ata later date. 

THE COURT: Ata later date? 

THE WITNESS: It was a few days had elapsed, I believe. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. A few days later? A. Yes. 
Q. Where did you see them? A. She gave them back to me. 


Q. And at the time she gave them back to you, did she say any- 
thing to you about what you should do with them? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did she say to you? A. I was to take them to Pan 
American and obtain a refund check for them. 


Q. And where was the Pan American office, do you know? A. 
It is on K Street, around 14th, 15th, 16th, somewhere there. 
Q. Inthe District? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Tell me, do you know where the defendant Cecilia Karikas 
was working at that time? A. I believe it was at the National Airlines. 
Q. And where was their office? A. Around the same place. 
It was on K Street. It was in the Statler Hotel, I believe that's on 16th 
Street. 
Q. Did you have any conversation withCecilia Karikas as to why 
you should take them into Pan American? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. What was that conversation? A. Because she would be 
recognized, either by working for National or by her accent. 
Q. Isee. Did you take them to Pan American Airways? A. Yes, 
sir, I took them to Pan American Airways. 
Q. Do you recall the person that you saw at Pan American? A. 
No, I don't. 
Q. Do you know a person by the name of Dotolo or now Bigelow? 
A. I wouldn't know them by name, no, sir. 
Q. Allright. Now, what name did you use when you took these 
tickets into Pan American? A. I believe it was Ann Whiteside. 
THE COURT: I didn't hear that. 3 
THE WITNESS: Ann Whiteside. | 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. And where did you get that name? A. From Miss Karikas. 
THE COURT: Did you represent yourself to be an eancloges of 
anybody at the time you took them? 
THE WITNESS: On — 
MR. SMITHSON: Answer His Honor. 
THE WITNESS: I am thinking about that. I believe i was Inter- 
national Students Corporation or some such thing. 


THE COURT: You said you were an employee of that leoaremcaaatt 
THE WITNESS: I believe I did to them. 


MR. SMITHSON: May I have the exhibits 11 through 16? 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you Exhibits 11,12, 13, 14, 15 and 16, which have 
been received in evidence, as Pan American checks. | 

I will ask you to examine those and state if you nave: seen those 
before. A. (Examines.)_ 

THE COURT: They are photostats, of course. He wants to know 
if you have seen the originals. 

MR. SMITHSON: Those are the originals, Your Honor. 

THE WITNESS: These are the ones he gave me. 

THE COURT: These are the originals? 


50 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I believe so. Yes, Iam sure I have seen 
these. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And are those the checks you received from the Pan American 
office? A. Yes, I believe they are. 

Q. And they are payable to whom? A. To the various individuals 
to whom the tickets were made out. 

Q. In care of what organization? A. International Students 
Relations Committee. 

Q. All right. Was that name familiar to you at the time you saw it 
on those checks, International Students Relations Committee? Had you 
heard of that before they gave you those checks? A. This was the 
company that apparently I was told to use. 

Q. Well -- A. I don't know if the company exists or -- I don't 
believe it does. 

Q. And this information was given to you by whom? A. Miss 
Karikas. 

Q. After you received those particular checks, what did you do 
with them? A. I gave them to Miss Karikas. 

Q. Where did you do that? A. It was either in her home or at 
her office, but Iam more inclined to believe it was at her home. 

Q. Now, when you speak of the tickets which you have previously 
been shown, and identified, Exhibits 2 through 7, the other exhibits I 

just took away from you, there was certain typing done on that. 
You say you did the typing. What machine did you use totype? A. 

I used Miss Karikas' machine. 
THE COURT: In her home? 
THE WITNESS: In her home, in her apartment. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. All right. After you gave these six tickets to Miss Karikas, 
did you see those tickets again?. A. You mean the airline tickets? 

. Q. No..:I beg--your: pardon.:--Strike that. After you received those 
checks and gave them to her. I misled you. I said tickets. Did you see 
these checks again after you gave them to her? A. Yes, I did. = ; 


Sx tinsan aa) 
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Q. And where was that? A. In her apartment. 

Q. I would like for you to look at the back of these, Those checks 
are endorsed, Mrs. Coan. Does the name Ling Chen mean anything to you? 
A. You mean as far as a person existing by that mame? | : 

Q. That's right. A. No, sir. 

Q. You never knew a person by that name? A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you see one of those items endorsed Ling Chen? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who wrote that? A. I believe I did. 

Q. All right. 

THE COURT: How did you happen to write his mane on the check? 

THE WITNESS: I was told to do so and I did so. 

THE COURT: Who told you? 

THE WITNESS: Miss Karikas. 

THE COURT: You are going to go through each one of those checks, 
are you not? 

MR, SMITHSON: Yes. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Look at the check endorsed Roland Hodges. Do you see that 
one? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Do you know a person by the name of Roland Hodges? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you write that endorsement? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I show you the name Saul Leherman. Do you see that? 
A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Do you know a Saul Leherman? A. No, sir. 


Q. Did you write that endorsement? A. I believe I did. 

Q. All right. I would like to have you look at two others, partic- 
ularly, the exhibits Government's Exhibits 11 and 14, in the name of 
Hiram Schonenberg as the endorsement and Donald Lee as the endorse- 
ment. Did you write those names? A. No, sir, I don't believe I did. 


Q. Who wrote those names? If you know. A. I believe Miss 
Karikas wrote them. 

Q. Did you see her write any endorsements on any of those checks 
while you were endorsing the others? A. Yes, I did. : 


52 

Q. All right. Now, after you and Miss Karikas endorsed these 
checks -- 

THE COURT: Is that all six of them? 

MR. SMITHSON: No, sir. That only accounts for five. 

THE COURT: Which one doesn't it account for? 

MR. SMITHSON: It does not account for the Simmons, I believe 
it is, Your Honor. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. After you endorsed those checks together with Miss Karikas, 
did you take those checks anywhere? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Did you give them to anyone? A. I gave them back to Miss 
Karikas. 

Q. You gave them back to her? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, does an investment organization known as Investment 
Bankers of America -- is that known to you? A. It wasn't at the time, 
but it is now. 

Q. All right. Also at the time that you signed those particular 
instruments, -- 

MR. SMITHSON: May I have this marked for identification, Your 
Honor, Government Exhibit, I think it is 17 -- 19. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Government's Exhibit No. 19 marked for 
identification. 

MR. SMITHSON: Government Exhibit 20 for identification. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Government Exhibit No. 20 marked for 
identification. 


(Documents marked respectively 
Government's Exhibits Nos. 19 
and 20 for identification.) 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 19 for identification and I 
particularly show you a signature thereon. Do you see that writing? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that your name or did you write that, I should say? A. I 
wrote that. 
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Q. Inthe name Ann Whiteside? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, this typing that was done on there, did yon do this typing? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. On what machine? A. Oh, waita minute. I didn't 
do the typing. 

Q. You didn't do the typing? A. No, sir. 

Q. You just signed it? A. That's correct, sir. | 

Q. Was it in any way filled out or was it blank when you signed 
this form? A. Now that I look at it, Iam sure it was blank. 

Q. All right. Have you seen this before today since the time you 
signed it? A. No, no, I haven't. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 20 for ets and partic- 

ularly a signature up at the top. Did you write that word or that 
name, Ann Whiteside? A. I did and that is all I wrote. | 

Q. Particularly, did you write this phrase, "Treasurer, Students 
Committee, Investment Club?" A. No, sir, I did not. — 

Q. All right. After you gave these six checks that you have 
previously told us that you had endorsed part and Karikas, the defendant, 
had endorsed part, do you recall or do you know of your own knowledge 
what the defendant did with those six checks? In other words, did she 
tell you what she did with them or did you see what she did with them? 
A. I believe they were put in an envelope to be mailed. : 

Q. All right. Now, you stated that you did have occasion to learn 
of a name, Investment Bankers of America. How did you learn of that 
name, Mrs. Coan? A. I was sent there. 

Q. Who sent youthere? A. Miss Karikas. 

Q. Do you recall the date you were sent there? A. Sometime 
in August. 

Q. And where did you receive -- where were you when you received 
the instruction from her to go to the Investment Bankers? A. I believe 

it was at home. 

Q. At 1801 -- A. Her home, yes, 1801. 

Q. Now, were you given any information as to what you were to say 
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or do? A. Iwas to pick up a check and -- oh, and close an account, 

Q. And what name were youto use? A. Ann Whiteside. 

Q. Do you know where this Investment Bankers of America was 
located at that time? A. I believe it was up around Dupont Circle. 

Q. Was it in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir, it was. 

Q. Do you remember the street or the avenue that it was on? 

A. It was up around Dupont Circle. 

Q. All right. 

THE COURT: Let me say that her testimony that she was sent 
there to pick up a check and close an account is not clear. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

@Q. Who gave you this information? A. Miss Karikas. 

Q. And you went there pursuant to her instructions? A. That is 

correct. 

Q. Did you pick upa check there? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And is that the item, the exhibit that I showed you, Govern- 
ment Exhibit 20, that you signed the endorsement on the back, Ann 
Whiteside? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. This exhibit here? (Shows witness.) Is this the one that you 


picked up from that organization? A. I believe it is. 
MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, may we approach the Bench for 


a moment? 

THE COURT: Yes. (At the Bench.) 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I think I will be able through ulti- 
mate witnesses to alleviate, if there is any doubt in your mind, but I 
have to do it through this witness, we will be able to show that this 
account was opened in a mail account with Investment Bankers, that it 
was a mail account, there was one stock transaction on Spic and Span 
or something like that, and it was closed out; 

That the witness dealt with her and she took this particular check 
and gave it back to the defendant, that that was the only occasion she 

went there and that the check in the name of Ann Whiteside is the 
same name which was-endorsed on these checks which Pan American 
had. In other words -- 
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THE COURT: Part of my question is that -- 

MR. SMITHSON: It was a cover-up, Your Honor, to get the check 
out of the name of Pan American into another mame) so = couldn't be 
traced. 

THE COURT: Yes. But we don't know what account she is talking 
about. 

MR. SMITHSON: Pardon. 

THE COURT: We don't know what account she says she closed out. 

MR. SMITHSON: No, Your Honor. She didn't open the account. 
The account was opened in the name of Ann Whiteside. We have Mr. 
Spector from Investment Bankers here to cover that. | 

THE COURT: Okeh. 

(In open Court.) 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, this particular Exhibit 20, which you endorsed merely 


with Ann Whiteside and not the other part of the legend, you gave that 
to the defendant Karikas, I believe you stated? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Now, at the time you did this, in other words, at the time you 
helped fill out these tickets in those names, you knew that they were 
fictitious, the names Schonenberg, Lee, Hodges, Chen? i. I believed 
them to be. | 


Q. All right. Now, tell me, when you endorsed those with those 
names on the backs of the checks that you endorsed did you know you 
had no right to so endorse those checks? A. I did. | 

Q. When you gave that check back to Miss Karikas, the one from 
Investment Bankers, did you continue to live in the District of Columbia 
and actually at 1801 Columbia Road? A. No, sir, I returned home. 

Q. You went back to Nazareth? A. Yes, sir. : 

Q. Did there come a time in September that you saw the defend- 
ant Karikas? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where was that? A. In New York. 

Q. And at that time, did you receive anything from her? A. Yes, 
I did. | 
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Q. What did you get? A. I got $2,000 from her. 

THE COURT: About when was that ? 

THE WITNESS: In September. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. That was in September of 1959? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: Would Your Honor indulge me just a moment. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. At the time that you were making out these checks, that is, 
the Exhibits 11 through 16, Pan American checks in those names, did 
you make any effort to disguise your handwriting? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And was that anyone's advice or suggestion? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Whose? A. Miss Karikas. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is all I have of the witness. 

THE COURT: Let me ask you this. You told us what you did and 
that it was done at the direction of Miss Karikas. Now, you must have 
had -- the two of you must have had some discussion with each other 
about the overall plan or scheme, which is part -- which were your own 
acts. Didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. We did not have any full discussions. 

Actually I don't think that she knew right from the beginning what 
she was going to -- the final outcome of the whole thing was going to be. 

THE COURT: I don't mean that exactly, but are we to understand 
that she just told you to write up -- fill in -- complete some blank checks, 
giving you the names, that you should make them payable to and the 
amount, etc., and didn't tell you why and what it was all about? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: You told us you knew that the names were fictitious 
and you never heard of Investment -- what is the name? 

MR. SMITHSON: Investment Bankers of America. 

THE COURT: Investment Bankers, you never heard of that, and 
you never heard of -- still don’t know whether that International Students 
organization actually existed or not. 
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Now, do you mean that you just did certain mechanical things, 
knowing they were wrong, that you shouldn't do them, but just performed 
certain mechanical acts without knowing what kind of a scheme it was 
that you were embarking on? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I do. 

THE COURT: You didn't ask her what -- 

THE WITNESS: I did, but I didn't get very much of an answer. 

THE COURT: What answer did you get? ! 

THE WITNESS: Well, with each step that I have done, she told me 
what she was going to try to do, but there was no -- 

THE COURT: What did she tell you she was going to try to do? 

THE WITNESS: Well, after I filled out the coupons, I just left 
them with her and then after that when I was told to take them to Pan 
American, I took them there, but what was going to happen to them 
afterwards, I presumed at the time that she was going to try and cash 


the checks, which actually didn't happen at all. They were invested. 
THE COURT: By her? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: If you know. | 
THE WITNESS: Well, Iam not sure that they were invested by 


her. 

THE COURT: Then you didn't talk together about! what her plan 
or scheme was? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: You just performed certain.acts that she told you 
to perform? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Even though you knew it was wrong, you didn't 

know what it was all about ? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir, I didn't. 

THE COURT: All right. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mrs. Coan, when did you first meet Mr. Petersen? A. I 
believe it was in '57. 

Q. Before that time had you ever known him at all? A. No, sir. 

Q. How did you meet Mr. Petersen? A. I was working for an 
employment agency and I believe there was an article in the Times 


where we had advertised for the help wanted column, and there was 


an advertisement in the paper stating that they wanted a manager and I 
can't tell you manager for what anymore, but it had to do with some- 
thing in the -- either the airline business or travel industry, but they 
wanted someone of an executive capacity to run this sort of thing and 
he answered the add. 

. Was this in New York? A. Yes, it was. 

. Inwhat year? A. I believe it was 1957. 

- 1957? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What were you doing in New York in 1957? A. I was living 

in New York. 

Q. Were youemployed? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. By whom were you employed? A. By the Catherine Folke 
Agency. 

Q. What sort of employment was that? A. It was an employment 
agency. 

Q. You were employed by an employment agency, is that right? 
A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Were you in school at that time? A. I was just taking courses 
here and there. 

Q. Where? A. At Hunter College. 

Q. In what field? A. Music. 

Q. Now -- A. I believe I took mostly my courses in music, I 
think I took one course in creative writing and I think I picked up 
another course in history. 

Q. Did you pass those courses? A. I believe so, yes. 
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Q. Sure of that? A. Um, hum. 

Q. That was at Hunter College? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, when you went to work for Mr. Petersen in New York, 
what was your position? A. In the very early forming of the company, 
I merely did the typing and sending out of letters and brochures, etc. 
because -- : 

Q. And how long were you so employed by Mr. Peterson in New 
York? A. About six months prior to moving here. Six to nine months 
prior to moving here. 

Q. And when you came to the District of Columbia, where did you 
live? A. At 4500 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest. 


Q. Was that an apartment? A. Yes, it was. 
Q. In whose name was that apartment leased? A. The original 
lease was in the name of the corporation, Tour Travel International 
| 


Corporation. 

Q. And who was it signed by, if you know? A. I don't know. 

Q. Who signed the lease? A. I don't know. I don't know if I did 
or whether Mr. Petersen did. 

Q. And at that time, did you introduce Mr. Petersen to any of 
your friends or your family? A. My family knew Mr. Petersen, 

Q. Had they known Mr. Petersen -- 

THE COURT: What was your answer? My family what ? 

THE WITNESS: My family knew Mr. Petersen. 

THE COURT: Your family was where then? 

THE WITNESS: Well, in the summer my mother had an apartment 
in New York because my mother was picking up college credits at New 
York University, and each summer my mother would reside in New York 
and she would reside with me. And while she was Living with me, Mr. 
Petersen did come over to the house. 

Q. And do you know of your own knowledge when Tour Travel 
was formed? A. Ican tell yout how it was formed better than when it 
was formed. | 
Q. When it was formed first. A. *57 or "58, somewhere in there. 
Q. Wasn't your father the treasurer of that when it was formed? 
: A. He was, yes, sir. 
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Q. He was. Now, when you went to work for Mr. Petersen, did 
he train you how to make out domestic airline tickets? A. Yes, sir, 
he did. 

Q. He did? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And in New York, did they sell domestic airline tickets, Tour 
Travel? A. While I was working for them in New York? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir. 

Q. Did they sell -- A. Oh, wait a minute. I would like to go 
into a clarification, if I can. 

THE COURT: You can. 

THE WITNESS: What happened and the way Tour Travel was 
formed was Mr. Petersen purchased another travel agency and when 
I say no tickets were not sold, tickets, I left before they installed their 


own ticket program, but they did pick up the tickets that they had pur- 


chased the company from -- the company that they had purchased had 
tickets registered in their name and, of course, they came over to 
Tour Travel. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. In your employment in New York, you were familiar with how 
to make out a domestic airline ticket, isn't that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, what is the difference between making out a domestic 
airline ticket and an international airline ticket? A. Mostly the fare 
construction. 

Q. Isn't it a fact, that you get the tariff or the fare for a domestic 
ticket from a rate book published by the airlines? A. I presume you can. 

Q. Isn't this what you did when you made out a domestic ticket? 
A. No, I used to use a quick reference book. 

Q. A quick reference book? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. But you used the guide book to get the information as to how 
to make out a domestic ticket? A. Yes, they were listed right there. 

Q. Now, isn't it fair to say that the same procedure is followed 
for making up an international or foreign ticket? A. No, sir, it is not. 

MR. SMITHSON: It is not a question of what is fair. It isa ques- 
tion of whether the witness knows. 
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THE COURT: That's another way of doing the same thing. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I have tried to -- 

THE COURT: Did you understand that question? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't -- | 

THE COURT: Try it again. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. First, do you understand how to make out a foreign airline 

ticket? A. No, sir, I don't. 

Q. Do you know whether there is a difference in how you make 
out the foreign ticket in distinction from a domestic ticket? A. Yes, 
sir, and the fact that I don't know and cannot fill out an international 
ticket, there must be a difference. 

Q. Now, in New York, did they sell international tickets? 

A. Yes, they did. 

Q. At any time that you worked for Tour Travel, in the District 
of Columbia, did they sell foreign tickets in the District: of Columbia ? 
A. They did not have the ticket stock in the District of Columbia, but 
they did have to send to the New York office for them. 

Q. But they were not sold directly from the District of Columbia 
office, is that correct? A. I don't understand that question. 

Q. Were there any foreign ticket stocks or international ticket 


stocks present in the District of Columbia office of Tour Travel? 


A. No, sir, there were not. 

Q. Now, what was your relationship to Mr. Peterson when you 
came to the District of Columbia? A. I was his employee. 

Q. And did you haveany other relationship with him at that time ? 
A. Iwas a friend of the family. 

Q. Did you go out with him socially at that time? A. I went out 
with he and his wife. 

Q. He was married? A. Yes, sir, he was. 

Q. Did you ever use the name of Mrs. Petersen? A. No, sir, 
I did not. 

@. Atany time? A. Not to my knowledge. 
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Q. Did you at any time in the District of Columbia or New York 
pose as Mrs, Petersen? A. Not to my knowledge, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever sign any documents at all -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, may we approach the Bench? 

THE COURT: I think you better. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. SMITHSON: I think he is trying to do indirectly what he 
can't do directly. He wants to get into certain items of certain checks 
wherein she used that particular name. There were no charges. They 
were nollied, because there was restitution made. 

This witness has an understanding that what she did was wrong, 
but there is no criminal charge and I don't think this is proper. 

THE COURT: Well, I don't think the fact that there is no criminal 
charge made or pending would stop him from doing it if -- it is a proper 
line of inquiry. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I will make a proffer. 

THE COURT: Yes. You better. 

MR. SANDGROUND: First, I have a document here which purports 
to be and Iam --'a marriage certificate between Edgar Vernon Valdemar 
Petersen and Joanne Dinstel, in Nazareth, Pennsylvania. Mr. Smithson 
knows about this. I have shown it to the FBI. The evidence will show 
that -- by testimony -- that this was a possession of Miss Coan. 

Secondly, that she signed documents and posed in the District of 
Columbia as Mrs. Petersen and signed checks, and this is the first part 
of my impeachment to show that this girl is lying and has been lying -- 
I believe that certainly it is proper -- 

THE COURT: I think it is, too, from what you -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Would Your Honor hear me about this. I think 
Your Honor better go-into the manner in which he got this instrument, 

because the witness admits -- she says, we were living, she and 
Cecilia Karikas, they were living together. 

They were having a -- some sort of a -- what they call a girlish 
escapade together and that she did sign this, but she said this particular 


: 
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item together with a very valuable pair of imported steel ice skates 
and a radio of hers were stolen from her possession at the same time 
and I think we better find out how this was done because the direct 
allegation is that this defendant stole it. | 

THE COURT: You can cover that. | 

MR. SMITHSON: I mean, before there is any identification or 
it is offered -- any evidence, I think we ought to know the source of it. 

THE COURT: Well, but you can develop that. 

MR, SMITHSON: Then it is opening the door to an accusation 
against her for petty larceny? 

MR. SANDGROUND: That's perfectly all right. 

MR, SMITHSON: No, larceny in this case. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I realize this. I believe I am capable of 
handling this -- 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't want any objection or a motion for a 
mistrial when I go after it either. 

THE COURT: I will deal with that when it om I think it is 


proper cross examination. We will see what happens. You can proceed 
on that. 


MR. SMITHSON: Okeh. 

THE COURT: Now, I am going to take a few minutes out and come 
back in a few minutes. I would have suggested this sooner, had I known 
the extent of the documentary proof in this case. I think you better pre- 
pare, after we quit at noon, if you can, a master sheet showing what 
these exhibits are, not only just the number, but the gist of -- the 
characterization of them at any rate. Let's see that a minute. This 
may be enough. I will need it. This is all right except for one thing. 

It doesn't show -- some of them won't show -- what counts they refer 
to. Some will. We will leave that toward the end of the case before I 
charge the jury; then I will have to know that. It will make the charge 
more intelligible. (The Clerk showed his listing of exhibits to the 
Court.) 


MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, while this Court is recessed, I 
would like the Court to instruct the United States Attorney not to speak 
with Mrs. Coan. 

MR. SMITHSON: I resent that, Your Honor. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Nothing personal. 

THE COURT: I won't do that. I haven't instructed counsel not to 
talk to their own witnesses. You can cross examine -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Iam trying to spring this on her as a part of 
a surprise. I had hoped it would have a certain effect. Because of the 
Court taking a recess at this time I think that it might spoil the effect. 

MR. SMITHSON: For your information, and so that you don't think 
Iam completely gullible, I know what you were going to do and I have 
talked to the witness long before and I have talked to her about the other 
occasions. I don't prepare a case out of the top of my hat. 

THE COURT: Iam not going to do that, but if you are worried, I 
don't have to take the recess. Go ahead now. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, Your Honor. Go ahead and take the recess. 

THE COURT: I think she knows -- he has said she already knows -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I have some things which I don't 
think she does know. 

THE COURT: Well, then, he doesn't either. 

(In open Court) 

THE COURT: Members of the jury, we will take a brief recess 
at this point. Please remember not to discuss the case during the 
recess. We will take 10 minutes now. 

(Whereupon, the Court took a short recess.) 

THE COURT: You may proceed. 

MR. SANDGROUND: With the Court's indulgence, may I ask the 
reporter to read back my last question, so I can pick up my cross 
examination ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Thank you, Your Honor. (Whereupon, the 
following was read by the reporter:) 
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Q. Did you ever sign any documents at all -- 
MR. SANDGROUND: Would you read back the one before? 
(Whereupon, the following was read by the reporter. ) 
Q. Did you at any time in the District of Columbia or New York 
pose as Mrs. Petersen? A. Not to my knowledge, I I did not. 
Q. Did you ever sign any documents at all -- 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: | 
Q. Did you ever sign any documents under the name of Mrs. 
Petersen? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. When was this? A. Sometime in July. 
Q. Of 1959? <A. That is correct. 
Q. Did you ever alter a marriage license or a photostatic copy of 
a marriage license so that you would appear to be Mrs. Petersen? 
A. I did, and it was never used. 
Q. But you did alter that license? A. That's correct. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Would you markthisas defendant’ s Exhibit No. 1? 
THE COURT: For identification. aed, 
MR. SANDGROUND: For identification only. 


THE DEPUTY CLERK: Defendant's Exhibit No. 1 marked for 


identification. (Photostatic copy of marriage cer- 
tificate marked for identification 
as Defendant's eb No. 1) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 


Q. I show you a document and ask you whether ao can identify it. 

THE COURT: For the record, it is a photostat of a document. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Excuse me, Your Honor. _ 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. It is a photostat of a document. A. Yes, I believe I can. 

Q. Would you tell me what that purports to be? iA. That isa 
certificate of marriage given by the church to both Mr. and Mrs. Petersen. 

Q. And did you change the name on the original of that document ? 
A. I changed it on a document. Iam not sure whether it was a photostat 
or the original. | 

Q. What name did you change ? A. Mrs. Petersen's. 

Q.. To what name? A. To my name. 

Q. Why did you do that? A. It was all ina -- sort of -- there 
was no definite reason for it. 

Q. Didn't you do that to pose as Mrs. Petersen? A. I cay 
did not, nor did I ever use it to pose as Mrs. Petersen. 
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Q. Outside of this document, have you ever posed as Mrs. 
Petersen? <A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Would you tell us when you posed as Mrs. Petersen? A. At 
a bank, the bank where they kept their personal checking account. 

Q. Would that be the Dupont Circle Branch of the Riggs Bank of 
the District of Columbia? <A. That is correct. 

Q. And why did you pose as Mrs. Petersen at that bank? A. At 
the time I was drawing out money upon her checking account. 

Q. As Mrs. Petersen? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, what was your relationship to Mr. Petersen, strictly 
friendly and business? A. It.was I was an employee of Mr. Petersen's 
as well as he was a friend of our entire family. 

Q. Did you travel with Mrs. Petersen? A. Yes, I did travel with 
Mrs. Petersen. 

Q. Where did you travel? A. We went to the Caribbean anda 
little Island called Grand Cayman. 

Q. When was this? A. It was after their engagement. It was 
before they were married, but it was after their engagement. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I would like to offer in evidence 
this -- 

THE COURT: You can't very well do it in the Government's case. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Excuse me, Iam sorry, Your Honor. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did there come a time when you gave up your employment 
with Tour Travel and Mr. Petersen? A. Iam sorry. Would you re- 
peat that? 

Q. Did there come a time when you gave up your employment with 

Tour Travel and Mr. Petersen? A. Yes, there did: 

Q. When was this? A. In April. 

Q. Of what year? A. I believe it was '59. 

Q. April of 1959? <A. That is correct. 

Q. Why did you -- did you resign? <A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Why did you resign? A. Well, during the beginning part of 


April I came down with quite a bad case of the flu which went into a very -- 


quite a congestion, a bronchial congestion which I have had before and it 
is difficult to get rid of. 
After that, when I got back on my feet, I went to my doctor. 
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Q. What was his name? A. Dr. McMahon. 

Q. Where is he located? A. He is located near 3000 Connecticut 
Avenue. It is in the Cathedral Mansion Building. : 

Q. And did you receive a certificate from him? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And this was only for a bronchial condition? A. The certifi- 

cate stated and I had talked to him at length. I was extremely 
tired and quite run down and that is probably why I came down with 
the bronchial condition, and things at the company were quite upsetting. 

Q. What do you mean by that? A. Well, the financial end of the 
corporation was quite upsetting. I had been informed of it. We were all 
greatly concerned about it and I was just plain tired. The doctor sug- 
gested that I leave the employment of Tour Travel and in the back of 
my mind at that time I was planning to get married. 

Q. And this was in 1959? A. That is correct. 

Q. How much were you paid by Mr. Petersen in the District of 
Columbia when you were in his employ? A. I couldn't age you the 
exact figures. 

Q. Were you paid by check? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Were you always paid currently by Mr. Peereen? A. When 
you say was I always paid currently -- 


Q. Did he always pay you when your pay came due? A. No, not 


always. 

Q. Did he ever give you any checks which were not covered by 
funds ? 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I don't see where : are-- 

THE COURT: I don't see the materiality of this line of inquiry. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I believe it goes to the relationship of the 
witness with Mr. Petersen. | 

THE COURT: Well, I don't -- 

MR. SMITHSON: I object. 

THE COURT: I sustain the objection. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q.. Mrs. Coan, were you ever employed by Delta Airlines? 

A. Yes, sir, I was. 
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Q. When was this, before or after you worked for Tour Travel? 


A. It was before I worked for Tour Travel. 

Q. What was your position with Delta Airlines? A. Iwasa 
reservation agent. 

Q. What were the responsibilities that you had as a reservation 
agent for Delta Airlines? A. To pick up the telephone, answer a call, 
make out a reservation ticket, and send it down what we called the belt, 
which is into the teletype room for transmittal. 

Q. Did you'ever make out tickets for Delta Airlines which had 
some information concerning fares? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Were you ever trained by Delta Airlines as to how to make 

out tickets? A. No, sir, Iwas not. When I was trained by Delta 
Airlines, I was trained as a reservation agent. 

Q. When did you leave Delta Airlines? A. Just before I went 
to work for Mr. Petersen. 

Q. Why did you leave Delta Airlines? A. To go to work for Mr. 
Petersen. 

Q. Did you resign from Delta Airlines? A. Yes, sir, I did 
resign from Delta Airlines. 

Q. Now, at'the time you met Miss Karikas, were you in need of 
any money? A. At the very beginning of the time that I met Mr. 
Petersen -- I mean, Miss Karikas? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir, I was not. 

Q. Did you:have a discussion with Miss Karikas after you met 
her concerning your financial situation and your financial background ? 

MR. SMITHSON: I object to this time -- any time after would be 
too indefinite. 

THE COURT: Can you get any closer? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Would Your Honor indulge me? 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. December or January of 1958 is when you put -- said you met 
Miss Karikas? A. I believe that is correct: 

Q. That is the date you said on-:your direct examination. A. I 
believe that is correct. 
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Q. Well, any time after that date, up through August of 1959, did 
you ever have a conversation with Miss Karikas about = -- about 
your financial condition? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When did you have this conversation? A. In and about July. 

Q. In and about July of what -- of 1959? A. 1959. | 

Q. Was that the first time? A. Yes, I believe it was. 

Q. Do you deny that you earlier than that date you told Miss 
Karikas you were the recipient from a trust fund? A. I don't under- 
stand that. 3 

Q. Do you deny that -- | 

THE COURT: Instead of asking her whether she denies it, why 
don't you ask her -- : 

MR. SANDGROUND: Impeach -- 

THE COURT: -- in the positive rather than in the negative way. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Thank you, Your Honor. I will follow that 
suggestion. | 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you tell Miss Karikas that you were the recipient of 
income or a beneficiary from a trust fund? A. I don't believe I did. 

Q. Are you the recipient from a trust fund? A. Not from a trust 
fund. 

Q. What sort of afund? A. I had money coming i rom stock. 

THE COURT: From what? 

THE WITNESS: From stock. 

THE COURT: Your own stock? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, that is correct. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Was this stock held in a trust or was it in your own name? 


A. Iam pretty sure the stock was in my name. It was purchased for 
me, a gift for me from my grandparents. | 

Q. And did you ask Miss Karikas to introduce you to someone to 
help you manage your funds when you met her? A. No, sir. My father 
always managed my -- anything that had to do with finance. 
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Q. And did there come a time when you needed money after you 
had met Miss Karikas and told her you needed money? A. Yes, sir, 
there was. 
Q. When was this? A. Sometime in July. 
Q. Why did you need money? A. There were a number of con- 
siderations at the time, problems that I had, that I was faced with. 


Q. Will you tell me, please, the reasons why you needed money? 


A. Well, when I left my employment and had gotten married, one con- 
sideration on my mind was my schooling. I mean, I didn't -- naturally, 
one needs money for it. Another -- 

Q. Excuse me. Let's take the schooling now. Where did you 
originally go to college? 

MR. SMITHSON: I object to this. I think the witness ought to be 
allowed to answer one question at a time, Your Honor. He asked for 
what reasons -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Excuse me, Your Honor. I withdraw the 
question. Iam sorry. Go ahead and give me the answer, please. 

THE WITNESS: Would you please repeat the -- 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. You told me that one of the reasons you needed money was 
for your schooling. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you were going to tell me the other reasons. A. Another 
reason was for my problems concerning my marriage. 

Q. What were those? 

MR. SMITHSON: I object. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SMITHSON: I object. 

THE COURT: I don't think we ought to go into details concerning 
that. Try it another way. You were having trouble with your husband, 
were you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
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Q. Were there any other reasons that you needed money? A. No-- 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, may we come to the Bench? 

THE COURT: Is this the end of this line of inquiry? 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: All right. (At the Bench:) 

MR. SMITHSON: This witness has told me, because I have gone 
over it with her, that she also needed money for a medical bill. Your 
Honor, I have to be quite candid with you. This witness was married. 


There is an allegation that the man she was married to was a 
homosexual. She found that out because he did not consummate the 
marriage until many days after. He only consummated it on one oc- 
casion. They found out he was a homosexual. She found out, however, 
that that one occasion was enough. She has what has been recognized 
in the State of New York -- it is not funny, either, Mr. Sandground. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I didn't say anything. 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, you were grinning. She had an abortion. 


It was legalized and called for and done by a doctor, but Your Honor can 
understand her reticence on that -- 


THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SMITHSON: And I don't think it has anything ~- 

THE COURT: I have already ruled on that and I thought you were 
through with that. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Well, there are other reasons. I didn't 
question her on that, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: I know that. | 

MR. SMITHSON: I realize that, but I think I have to be fair to the 
record and to counsel also. The complete answer will embrace that. 
Now, wait a minute, and if you go into it, one would have ‘to object, but 

the whole damage is done if I object at that time. 

THE COURT: But he isn't going into it. | 

MR. SMITHSON: Well, I just wanted to be fair that -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: I want to tell you one question I am going to 
ask, so you can object right now. I want to get the Court's permission 
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so we won't have error on it. I want to ask this: whether she has ever 


been under the care of a psychiatrist. 
THE COURT: That's a different thing. You can ask that. 
MR. SMITHSON: No objection. 
THE COURT: You can ask her that. 
(In open Court:) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Mrs. Coan, have you ever been under the care of a psychiatrist? 


A. Yes, sir, I have. 

Q. When was this? A. This was directly after my marriage. 

Q. Any time before that time? A. No, sir. 

Q. May we have the name and address of the psychiatrist ? 
A. Ican give you his name -- wait a minute. He is located in Easton, 

111 Pennsylvania, and he is on North Hampden Street, -- the name at 

the moment slips me -- wait a minute -- Coleman, Dr. Coleman. 

THE COURT: When were you married, Mrs. Coan? 

THE WITNESS: On June 18, 1959. 

THE COURT: And you had difficulties with your husband almost 
right away? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I did. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, going into the matter of your schooling, that you mentioned, 
you testified you needed money for your schooling? A. That is correct. 

Q. What were your plans for your education? 

MR. SMITHSON: Iobject. I don't think it is material. 

THE COURT: I don't either. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, may we approach the Bench 
on this? 

MR. SMITHSON: Schooling has nothing to do with this. 

THE COURT: Well, she said she needed some money for it. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, she said she needed it for school, but I 
don't think what it would cost or anything else -- 
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MR. SANDGROUND: May we approach the Pee) Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Yes, you better. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. SANDGROUND: Iam coming to what I think will be the guts of 
my cross examination to show that this girl is a fraud and pathological 
liar. I have to do it in this way, Your Honor, to show her background 
because of certain representations she made to my client concerning 
this thing. Now, the one thing I have to do, I will lead up through this. 

I ask the Court to give me the greatest latitude in doing this. This is 
the Government's most important witness and I submit the only one that 
can directly link my client. 

THE COURT: I may be proper. 

MR. SMITHSON: You haven't heard the handwriting yet, but the 
point that bothers me is this: if he wants to ask, did you take such and 
such courses, let's do it. Why dilly dally about it and hit it. 

THE COURT: Iam not going to tell him how to try his case. 


MR. SMITHSON: No, I realize that, but it will -- 
THE COURT: Well, that's all right. | 
(In open Court:) 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 


Q. Mrs. Coan, going back to this question of your schooling, 
what were your plans for using this money for your education? Where 
were you going to go to school? A. It all depends on where I would be 
accepted. | 

Q. Isee. Where had you been at school? A. Such as? 

Q. After you got out of high school, where did you go to college ? 
A. At Hunter College, I took several courses at New York College of 
Music. | 

Q. New York College of Music? A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, did you ever tell Miss Karikas that you were a pianist ? 
A. Ihave played the piano, yes. 

Q: Did you ever tell her that you were a pianist? A. Could be. 


THE COURT: Using the word "pianist" in quotes? 

MR. SANDGROUND: As a person who performed on the piano, plays 
the piano. 

THE COURT: There is a difference in connotation, at least I think 


MR. SANDGROUND: May I withdraw the question. I believe I can 
clear it up. 

THE COURT: You better. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you ever tell Miss Karikas that you had won awards play- 
ing the piano? A. Yes, um, hum. 

Q. And was thistrue? A. Yes, it is true, surely, and may I 
further add that I still play the piano. If I wouldn't be sitting right 
here right now, I would probably be performing on the piano up at my 
college. 

Q. What college is that? A. East Stroudsburg State College. 

Q. Now, did you tell Miss Karikas that you had won an award in 


1958 playing in New York with the Philharmonic Society? A. No. 
Q. You didn't? Did you ever win an award in 1958, in September, 


the New York Philharmonic Society? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever tell Miss Karikas you had won an award? . A. No. 

Q. In fact, did you ever tell her you had won ‘any trophies for 

prizes for the New York Philharmonic Society ? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever win such anaward? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever have any trophies made in the District of Colum- 
bia with your name on them, as winner of an award, September 28, 1958, 
of not only first prize, but second prize of the New York Philharmonic 
Society? A. I believe there was such awards made. 

Q. Did youwinthem? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever claim to anyone to win them, especially to my 
client, to have won? <A. I don't believe so. 

Q. Any time in 1959, did you purchase any trophies from the 

Mitchel's Sport Shop, 2800 14th Street, Northwest, Washington, D.C., 
that you purported to win these prizes on the piano? A. I believe when 
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I mentioned, yes, that that is where they came from. I haven't the 
vaguest idea that that is the correct name of the store. | 

Q. Did you purchase trophies saying you had won these prizes? 
A. Yes, I believe I did. ! 

Q. Did you win the prizes? A. No, sir, as I stated before, I did 

not win the prizes. 

Q. But you did purchase trophies showing that you had won them? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. And then did you ever take these trophies and >a them to 
my client? A. I don't know if I did or not. 

Q. Didn't you show them to her, telling her you a won this prize? 
A. I didn't make it a point to do this. If she saw them, she. saw them. 

Q. Didn't you also show them to my client's mother in my client's 
presence, claiming to have won this prize? A. II showed them to her, 
it would have been in her home. It would be most logteal that her parents 
would have seen them. 

Q. Yet, this wasalie? A. That's correct. 

Q. And did you then, once you had the trophies, go to a profes- 
sional photographer and have your picture taken? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Asa winner of this contest? Did you? A. Yes, I stated yes, 
I did. 


Q. Was this true that you had won the contest ? [ As I stated 
before, no, it was not. 


MR. SANDGROUND: I ask that this be marked as Defense Exhibit 
No. 2. 
THE DEPUTY CLERK: Defendant's Exhibit No. 2 ata for 


identification. 
(Photograph marked the identification 
as Defendant's eases No. 2.) 


BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Iask you, Mrs. Coan, whether you can identity this. A. Yes, 
I can. 
Q. Tell us what this is. A. It is a picture. 
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Q. Of whom? A. Of myself. ; 

Q. When was it taken? A. I really couldn't give you the date 
on this. I don't know. 

THE COURT: I can't hear you. 

THE WITNESS: I couldn't give him the date on this. I don't know. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Wasn't it taken in 1959, during when all this episode about the 
checks and the tickets was going on? A. It was about that time. 

Q. It was about that time? A. It was about that time. 

Q. Would you read what it says on this pict ure on those trophies? 

THE COURT: Read it to yourself. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Just to yourself. 

MR. SMITHSON: The picture speaks for itself. 

THE WITNESS: (Examines picture.) Yes. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Were those the trophies you purchased? A. I believe so, yes. 

Q. Now, didn't you show this picture to my client? A. I couldn't 
swear I showed it to her. I wouldn't deny it by the same token, either, 
but I couldn't tell you whether I did or not. 

Q. Didn't you go to Julius Garfinckel and Company and purchase 
the dress shown in that picture, just to have your picture taken with the 
trophies and that? A. No, sir, the dress was used for other occasions. 

Q. For other occasions? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, would you tell us why you represented yourself to be the 
winner of the New York Philharmonic Society award for playing the piano 
in September, 1958? A. I can answer that if I shall go ahead and answer 

it. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: I was very, very disappointed that I was not able 
to compete in such a thing and of course it was probably nothing more 
than a great big fat ego. 

BY MR. SANGROUND: 
Q. Andit wasalie? A. That is correct. 
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Q. This was not the first time you had lied about your professional 
capacity as a musician to my client, was it? 

MR. SMITHSON: I object to the form of the aceite: 

THE COURT: I will overrule the objection. You may answer. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know what you have in sr 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Iask you, didn't you -- isn’t it a fact you told my client a whole 
series of lies about yourself and your background, playing the piano pro- 
fessionally ? 

MR. SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor, that is ie proper cross 
examining, if they want to confront her with any asserted lie. 

THE COURT: Well, technically that is all right, technically you 
are right, but Iam going to overrule the objection because the question 
is fair enough. I think technically you ought to pin it down more 

specifically. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's all Iask, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Can you pin it down more specifically than that ? 

MR. SANDGROUND: All right, if I may do it -- 

BY MR, SANDGROUND: : 

Q. Have you ever been to Europe? A. No, sir. — 

Q. Have you ever been to Poland? A. No, sir. : 

Q. Have you ever competed in 1955 in an award called the Chopin 
Award, which is a musical award given to purportedly the world's greatest 
pianists by the Government of Poland? A. I don't know that to be a fact, 
but I did not compete in it. 

Q. Did you ever tell my client you had competed in Poland in 1955 
in the Chopin award? A. I don't know about that. 

Q. Did you ever tell in my client's presence Mr. Anthony Thompson 
that you had competed in that award? A. Could be. 

Q. You-- A. Iam just saying it could be. 

Q. You did not? 

THE COURT: She said it could be. 

121 BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Oh, excuse me. What does the name Ann Kobolenko mean to 

you in connection with this award? A. Ann who? 


Q. Kobolenko. A. Nothing. 
Q. Nothing? A. No. 
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Q. Did you ever go to the Allentown Call Chronicle newspaper -- 
A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. May I finish my question? 

THE COURT: Yes, you may. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. And tell them that you had competed in the Chopin Award in 
Europe in 1955? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever see an article printed about you in the -- 

THE COURT: That paper? 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Allentown Call Chronicle in 1955, describing your accomplish- 
ments playing in Poland? A. Yes, I have seen that article, 

Q. And didn't you show that -- didn't you have that in your scrap 

book? A. At one time. 

Q. Didn't you show that scrap book to my client? A. She may 
have seen it. 

Q. Didn't you show it to her? A. I don’t know whether I made a 
point of showing it to her. 

Q. Have you ever played professionally with the Chicago Symphony 
orchestra? A. I don't believe I have. 

Q. Did you ever claim to have played professionally with the 
Chicago Symphony Orchestra to my client? A. I won't deny it, but I 
won't say that I did, either. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I ask that this be marked as Defendant's 
Exhibit No. 3. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Defendant's Exhibit No. 3 marked for 
identification. 


(Photostatic copy of newspaper article 
marked as Defendant's Exhibit No. 3) 


BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. I show you a photostatic copy and ask you whether this is a 
true photocopy of the article that appeared in your scrap book about you? 
A. Yes, I believe it is. 
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Q. That was what you -- what my client might a seen? 


A. That is very possible. 

Q. Didn't you tell my client that that article in the Allentown 
Call Chronicle about you was the truth? A. I wouldn't say that, no. 
There was no reason whatsoever for her to question me as to whether 
it was the truth or not. 

Q. Is that article the truth? A. (Examines exhibit. ) There are 
parts of it that are definitely true. 

Q. There are parts of it which are lies? A. There are parts of 
it that are not true and parts of it which are true. ! 

Q. The part about you playing in the Chopin Award is untrue, isn't 
it? A. That is correct. 

Q. The part about you playing in Monteverdi, naly, is untrue ? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. The part of it about you knowing how to play Chopin Piano 
Concerto in A Minor is untrue. A. I wouldn't say that. I studied that 
at one time. | 

Q. You did? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. You know how to play the Chopin Piano Concerto in A Minor? 

MR. SMITHSON: I object to the question, the form of the question, 
its arrogance and the manner of the question. : 

THE COURT: I don't think you need to be -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Excuse me, Your Honor, I didn't -- 

THE COURT: -- shocked. 

' MR. SANDGROUND: Iam sorry. Iam sorry. I got carried away. 

THE COURT: Yes. Well, don't get carried away. 

MR. SANDGROUND: My apologies to the Court and to Mr. Smithson. 

THE COURT: Yes. The question is can you play — Concerto 
in A Minor? , 

THE WITNESS: I played one of the Chopin Concertos. Now, which 
one it was, at the moment I can't recall. I have done the Warsaw Concerto, 
for one, and I have studied others. | 
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BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Have you studied the Chopin Concerto in A Minor? A. I 
couldn't answer that. I really don't know. 

Q. Isn't it a fact that there is no such Chopin Concerto and there 
never has been? A. I don't know. I couldn't answer that either. I 

haven't the vaguest idea. 

Q. You don't know that Chopin never wrote a piano concerto in 
A Minor? A. No, sir, Iam afraid I don't know that Chopin never wrote 
a concerto in A Minor. 

Q. Do you know how that information got in the newspapers that 
you won, that you played in the Warsaw, Poland contest playing the 
Chopin Concerto in A Minor, and how your picture got in that newspaper ? 
A. You mean another article other than this? 

Q. No, thisone. A. Iam not sure how all of the information got 
in here, no. 

Q. Didn't you give that newspaper your picture? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Didn't you give that newspaper that information? A. Not all 
of it. 

Q. Not all of it. What part did you give? A. I wouldn't know. 
The article was written from various information that they had. , 

Q. Now, the part in that article which says you played on the Bell 
Telephone Hour -- A. That does not say the Bell Telephone Hour in 
the article. 

Q. I will ask you to read the article. 

THE COURT: Well, don't have her read the whole thing. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Well, may I read -- 

THE COURT: No, you may not read. 

MR. SANDGROUND: May I point out, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Point it out. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. (Pointing on exhibit.) This sentence. A. (Reads.) 

Q. Calling your attention to the words, "Bell Telephone Hour." 

A. Iam afraid there has been a mix-up as far as the paper is concerned. 
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The preceding paragraph states as follows: The Bell Telephone 
Symphony -- wait a minute -- the Bell Symphony aati in New York -- 
and very often the two are confused. 
Q. You never played on the Bell Telephone Hour? A. No, sir, I 
played with the Bell Symphony. 
Q. That was an amateur symphony, wasn't it? z Amateur and 


professional. 
Q. You played under Dr. Kurtzweil, didn't you? A. That is correct. 
Q. And you played the trombone, didn't you? A. That is correct. 
Q. Is this sentence correct: A typical day in Joanne's active life 
in New York City begins about 7a.m. After breakfast, she reports 
to the Society's headquarters to rehearse, play and record from about 


8:45 a.m., to 5:30 p.m.? <A. That -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Just a minute. I never knew that we accepted 
newspaper comment, comments and newspaper summaries, shall we 
say, of publicity, Your Honor, for confrontation. I have no objection to 
the witness being asked if she supplied any of this information, and 
whether or not any of it is true, but a summary given by a newspaper, 
be it a society columnist or anything else is not proper cross examina- 
tion. | 

THE COURT: The form of your question is what led to that objec- 
tion. You are asking her whether that is true. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. First, did you give that information to the newspaper ? Az I 
am not sure that I did. | 

THE COURT: Well, are you sure you did not ? 

THE WITNESS: No, Iam not sure of that either. | 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: : 

Q. Was this information true? A. Ican state fae where I 
started at that hour in the morning, yes. | 

Q. Did you give the information to Ann Kobolenko about this 

article? A. Originally, no. 
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THE COURT: Well, do you know an Ann Kobolenko? 
THE WITNESS: No, I don't, Your Honor. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Do you know how this article got inthe paper? A. No, I don't. 


Q. Have you ever met an Ann Kobolenko who wrote this article ? 
A. Icouldn't say whether I did or whether I did not. 

Q. You had a copy of this article in your scrap book, didn't you? 
A. I believe at one time I did. 

Q. Where did you get that article? A. My father sent it to me. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Indulge me, Your Honor. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Didn't you tell my client that you were a graduate of the Hunter 
College of the City of New York? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever tell my client that you had finished a pre-medical 
course? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. You have not -- A. This is my intention, but I have never 
stated such. I have an awful lot of work before I can go into pre-med. 

Q. Did you ever represent yourself to my client as being a brain 
surgeon? A. Good heavens, no. 

Q. Sure of that? A. Asa brain surgeon, I would have to finish 
medical school and graduate and take post graduate work and I haven't 
even graduated at this point. 

Q. You never represented yourself as in any part of taking a pre- 
medical course or finishing a pre-medical course? A. Well, this is 
what I started out to do, yes, sir. 

Q. But you never represented yourself as finishing this course? 
A. Oh, no, I have’ quite a’bit to:do yet. 

Q. Now, when you came to the District of Columbia to work for 
Tour Travel, did you own an automobile? A. I had access to a car. 

Q. Did you own an automobile? A. When you say own an auto- 
mobile, exactly what do you mean? 

Q. Did you have an automobile which was registered in your name, 
which you had purchased? A. Now, would you carefully repeat exactly 
what you said. 
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Q. I thought I was being clear. A. The same at over again, 
please. 

130 THE COURT: Well, read it, Miss Reporter. (Whereupon, the 
pending question was read by the reporter.) | 

THE WITNESS: An automobile registered in my name which I 
had purchased? 

THE COURT: That is the question. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I did. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. When and where did you purchase that automobile and what 
kind was it? A. I believe it was a 1957 Dodge. 

Q. Did there come a time when you traded that car in in the 
District of Columbia? A. When I traded the car in in is District of 
Columbia, no, sir. 

Q. Did you sell it in the District of Columbia? A. Did I personally 

_sell it in the District of Columbia? 
Q. Was it sold? A. It was sold in the District of Columbia. 


Q. And did you subsequently buy a newcar? A. No, I did not 
buy a new car. 
Q. You did not? A. No, sir, I did not. 


Q. During the time that you knew Miss Karikas who worked for 
Tour Travel, did you ever have a Chevrolet Impala automobile ? 
Yes, I did. : 
. Was it yours? A. Yes, it was. 
Did you purchase it? A. Yes, I did. 
In the District of Columbia? A. Yes, I did. 
For cash? A. For a check. 
For a check? A. Um, hum. 
All cash, all money. You didn't buy it on time ? A. No, my 
previous car was bought on time. 
Q. When did you buy this automobile and where did you buy it? 
THE COURT; The Impala? | 
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BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. The Impala, the Chevrolet Impala. 

THE COURT: When and where did you buy it? 

THE WITNESS: I bought it in the District of Columbia from a 
used car lot. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. When did you buy it? A. I wouldn't remember. It was some- 
time in '58. 

Q. And what year car was this? 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't see the materiality of all this. I haven't 
objected up to now. 

THE COURT: It may be. I can't believe he would be asking just 
idle questions. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I believe it is material, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: We will find out pretty soon whether it is or not. 
What is your question now ? 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. The question was during -- 

THE COURT: What year model Impala? 

THE WITNESS: It was about a year old, Your Honor. It wasa 
used car. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, while you were employed from -- by the Tour Travel 
office in Washington, D.C., did you on occasion goto the Tour Travel 
office in New York on business? A. No, sir. If I ever went to the 
Tour Travel office in New York, it may have been on one or two oc- 


casions, but I would not say it was a practice of mine to go to the office 


in New York. 

Q. Now, you have told us on direct examination that these ticket 
stocks, the blank tickets, came into your possession while you were 
employed by Tour Travel? 

THE COURT: Well, vouiace taghiingatee nase oe 
I will take the luncheon recess now, and then we won't interrupt you. 
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I think to give you sufficient time and the witnesses as well, we 
probably better adjourn until 1:45. We will recess now until 1:45. 
Please remember not to discuss the case among yourselves or with 
anyone else during that period. | 
(Whereupon at 12:25 p.m., the Court adjourned for the luncheon 
recess until 1:45 p.m.) 
* * * : * 
CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: (cont.) 
Q. One thing I forgot this morning, Miss Coan, did you ever talk 
to Miss Kobolenko on the telephone? A. That's very possible that I 
did. ! 
Q. She called you at your home in Nazareth to ask you about your 


concertizing on the piano? A. That's possible that would have been 


the way. 
Q. Does that refresh your recollection? A. That would possibly 
be the way it came about. 
Q. And then you told her that you had just returned from pica) 
isn't that correct? A. I don't remember what I told her. 
Q. It is very possible that you did tell her that you had just re- 
turned from Poland? | 
MR. SMITHSON: I object to possibilities, Your Honor. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Strike the question. ! 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: | 
Q. It is very probable that you told her you had just returned 
135 from Poland, isn't it? A. I don't really know whether I did or 
whether I didn't. 
Q. Now, do you remember a photographer santo! ‘from that paper 
to your home to take your picture? A. No,Idonot. — 
Q. You don't remenber that a photographer came from the Allen- 
town paper to your home in Nazareth? A. No, sir. | 
Q. Do you know how the Allentown paper got your eetogramt 
THE COURT: Did you give it to them? 
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THE WITNESS: No, I believe they took it, but exactly where they 

took it, I don't know -- I don't remember. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Miss Kobolenko. sent a photographer to your home next day to 
take your picture? A. I don't believe it was taken in my home. 

Q. Where was it taken? A. I don't know, but I don't believe it 
was taken in my home. 

Q. Was it taken in Nazareth? A. No, I don't think it was. I 
think it was taken in Allentown. 

Q. In Allentown? A. I believe so. 

136 Q. Then did you go to Allentown to have your picture taken for 
this article? A. If I was in the picture, I had to go to Allentown to 
have the picture taken. 

Q. Now, did Miss Karikas introduce you toa doctor named 
Mayorkus -- Myrosh? A. Yes. 

Q. When was that? A. I haven't the vaguest idea, but it was 
while I was living in Washington. 

Q. While you were living in Washington? A. Yes. 

Q. At that time was he a Hungarian doctor? A. I believe that is 


correct. I don't know whether he was a doctor; I think he was Hungarian. 


Q. He was Hungarian? A. That is correct. 

Q. Did you tell Miss Karikas he gave youaring? A. No, 
absolutely not. 

Q. Did he give youaring? A. No. 

Q. Did you tell Miss Karikas' mother, Miss Karikas' friends, 
that Doctor Myrosh gave youa ring? A. No, I did not. 

137 Q. What was your relationship with Doctor Myrosh during the 

period you were in Washington? 

MR. SMITHSON: I think we are going pretty far, Your Honor, -- 

THE WITNESS: I think -- 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't think that this is material or relevant. 

THE COURT: I overrule the objection. Ask her again. What were 
your relations, I think he put it, with this doctor? That is what the ques- 
tion was. 
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THE WITNESS: I dated him. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you were Living with Miss 
Karikas? A. No, there was not. 

Q. Didn't you live with Miss Karikas in her apartment on Connecti- 
cut Avenue? A. I absolutely did not. | 

Q. Did she ever stay at your apartment? A. She has on occasion. 

Q. Ever for a continuous period of time? A. I wouldn't say for 
any lengthy time. | 

Q. For more thana week? A. No. 

Q. Less thana week? A. That's right; not to my recollection 

was it more than a week. 

Q. Under what circumstances did she come to stay at your apart- 
ment? 

THE COURT: Do you mean how did it come about ? 

MR. SANDGROUND: How did it come about? 

THE WITNESS: Whenever there was an upset in her household 
with her mother, or there was a quarrel, she then came to me with her 
problems. | 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. And did you counsel her about her problems -- - advise her? 
A. She just talked to me about them. 

Q. Did you advise her how to handle her problems? A. Idon't 
think so. 

Q. And did there come a time when you lived or stayed with Miss 
Karikas at the address 1801 Columbia Road, Northwest, in the District 
of Columbia? A. Inever lived with Miss Karikas at that address. I 
came to visit, and when I was in the District of Columbia and visited her, 
I did come over to her house, but while I lived in the District of Columbia, 
I lived at my apartment. 

Q. Did you ever spend any time overnight with Sue Karikas by 
- staying in her apartment at 1801 Columbia Road? A. When was this 
you are talking about? 


Q. During the time you were working for Tour Travel? A. No. 

Q. Or after you were working for Tour Travel? A. No. When 
you say "after I was working for Tour Travel," after I was employed by 
them? 

Q. After you had resigned? A. Yes, sir; while I visited, I stayed 
with Miss Karikas. 

Q. Why did you do that? A. She was a friend, and I was invited. 

Q. And you did stay with her? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you ever give her any gifts? A. I -- probably. 

Q. Did you ever stay with her during the time you were working 
for Tour Travel and working with Miss Karikas at the home of a Mrs. 
Margaret Fackrell? A. Did I ever stay at her house? 

Q. Yes? A. While I was working for Tour Travel? 

Q. Yes? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever stay at her house after you had left Tour Travel? 
(Brief pause.) 

THE COURT: After you had left? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, on occasion I have, but not very often. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. How did you meet Mrs. Fackrell? A. Through working with 
Tour Travel. 

Q. Did she work for Mr. Pederson also at Tour Travel? A. Yes, 
she did. 

Q. And what was her position? A. I believe public relations 


manager. Iam not sure about that, but I believe that was her title. 
Q. At any time when you worked for Tour Travel, were you office 


manager? A. Not in so many words. I mean Mr. Pederson quite 
frequently changed titles in the company, and he may have told someone 
I was, but while in his absence, very often he would tell-me what to do 
while he was gone. 

Q. Did you, in essence, run the office while he was gone by handl- 
ing the mechanical filing and correspondence for him? A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. And during that time, did you handle ticket stock? A. Just 
the ticket stock that was in the office. 


Q. That was in the office? A. Unh-hunh. 

Q. At any time that you worked for Tour Travel in Washington, 

were you a ticket agent? A. I would ticket on dome stic tickets; 
but wholeheartedly a ticket agent, that's not all I did. 

Q. Part of your responsibilities were those of ticket agent? 


A. Only when requested to do so. 

Q. Only when requested to do so. Now, was Miss Karikas ever 
working in your office, in your presence, during this period of time? 
A. You mean while I was employed was Miss Karikas working in the 
office ? | 

Q. Yes? A. Surely she was. 

Q. What was her position there? A. She was ticket agent. 

Q. Was that her only position? A. I couldn't answer that. I 
am sure Mr. Pederson would be able to better answer that. 

Q. And while you were in the office of Tour Travel, did you ever 
have a conversation with Miss Karikas about the opening of other Tour 
Travel offices in Syracuse, New York? A. I think that sort of thing 
was general knowledge around the office, but whether I had any direct 
conversation with her at the time, I wouldn't know. | 

Q. You don't remember having any conversation? A. Not in 

any specifics. : 

Q. Did she tell you that she was being eeasterce -- A. Oh, 
yes, she did; yes, she did; that she did. | 

Q. At this time was there going to be an office opened in New 
York? A. In Syracuse? 

Q. Yes? A. I believe there was. 

Q. Now, of your own personal knowledge, do you know why Miss 
Karikas gave up her employment with Tour Travel? A. I have been 
told why, but -- by Mr. Pederson -- but I just for my own self, I have 
no records. | 
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Q. You have no records? A. Mr. Pederson stated -- 
THE COURT: No, no. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I don't want anything Mr. Pederson stated. 
THE COURT: Don't tell us what he said. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 


Q. Now, when do you believe these ticket stocks that you described 


on direct examination came into your possession? A. I don't know; 
I have not been able to give any dates on this. 
Q. Was it usual that you would have ticket stocks or blank tickets 


in your possession? A. Oh, yes. From our office, I would have tickets 


in my possession. 

Q. Did you ever tell Mrs. Margaret Fackrell, in Miss Karikas' 
presence, that you had purchased these six ticket stocks from Pan 
American World Airways? A. No, I did not. 

THE COURT: Let me ask you something at this point: Isa 
blank ticket, before it is filled out, completed, the printed form of 
ticket, the same for domestic travel as it is for foreign travel? 

THE WITNESS: It is a little different. It is longer and it is 
wider, and there are more spaces to be filled in. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Do you know of your own knowledge how these ticket stocks 
came down from New York? . A. No, I do not. 

Q. Was it! your job to order ticket stocks from New York when 
they were needed in Washington? A. Not generally, no. 

Q. Did you ever do this? A. Upon request to do so, I suppose 
I have done it. 


Q. Now, when you left the Tour Travel employ in Washington, did 


Tour Travel continue to remain in business here? A. I believe it did 
for awhile after I left. Yes, it did, as a matter of fact. 


Q. Did there come a time when you know that Tour Travel closed 


its office? A. Yes, but I can't put my finger on the date it closed. 


Q. Was it before August 15th of 1959? A. I don't know; I believe 


it was. 
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Q. Now, you testified that when you came down to Washington, 
after your employment had ceased with Tour Travel, vy stayed at the 
home of Miss Karikas? A. That is correct. 

Q. You spent, say, overnight there? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And at that time the tickets were in your suitease? A. I 
didn't know them to be. | 

THE COURT: Well, you found out that they were, didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: This is the second time? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: In the files. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Were they in your suitcase on your first visit? A. Iam not 
sure, because I did not find them at that time. 

Q. How did these files get in your suitcase? A. F put them in 
there. 

Q. Did you know what were in the files? A. fe I did not. I 
knew it contained general correspondence and everything that had been 
as a followup file, but as to contents, I don't know what was in it. 

Q. Why did you bring these files to Washington? | A. To dispose 
of what we didn't need, send to the New York office what was left over, 
and clear out my own files. | 

Q. Had you ever seen these tickets before? A. No. 

Q. Are you sure of that? A. Iam pretty sure of it. 


Q. Now, it is your statement that you had never seen these 


tickets -- 

THE COURT: What tickets? 

MR. SANDGROUND: The blank tickets. 

Q. (continued) -- before August of 1959, when you saw them in 
the suitcase, on your second visit to Washington, is that right? 

MR. SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor. The witness testified 
on direct that it was July; she never said August. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: July of 1959 -- excuse me. Had you ever 
seen these tickets before July of 1959, when you saw them in your 
suitcase in Washington? | 


THE WITNESS: Not to my recollection. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. You are sure of that? A. As sure as Ican be. 

Q. And you don't know how they came there? A. The only thing 
I can do on this is make a presumption, 

Q. I don't want you to do that. Do you remember being in 
Washington on September 2, 1960, and giving a statement to Mr. Smith- 
son -- to the Federal Bureau of Investigation? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. MR. SANDGROUND: That is a photo copy, the statement. 
May that be marked as Defendant's Exhibit Number 4. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Defendant's Exhibit Number 4 for 


identification. 
(Defendant's Exhibit No. 4, Statement 
of Joanne D. Coan, was marked for 
identification.) 
THE COURT: Very well. 


MR. SANDGROUND: May I continue, Your Honor ? 
THE COURT: Yes. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Miss Coan, I show you a photostat, consisting of four type- 
written pages, dated December 2, 1960, and ask you whether you can 
identify that? (Handing the exhibit to the witness.) A. Yes, I believe 
this to be the statement. 

THE COURT: I can't hear. 

THE WITNESS: I believe this to be the statement that I gave 
Mr. Smithson. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Would you look on page 4 of that document. Is that a reproduc- 


tion of your signature? A. When you say a "reproduction" -- 

Q. Is that a photostatic copy of your signature on page 4 of that 
statement? A. I don't understand what you mean by is it a photo copy? 

Q. Does that purport to be a photo copy of the original which you 
signed? A. Yes, it does. 

Q. Now, when you gave this statement on December 2, 1960, was 
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this your recollection of the events? A. As farasI could remember, 


yes, it was. 

Q. In December of 1960. I would like to read you: one paragraph 
from the statement, and listen until I finish, and then I will ask you 
some questions about this. | 

MR. SMITHSON: I object to that form of inquiry, Your Honor. 

If there is something that he desires, I think the proper te to do it is 
to state the premise -- | 

THE COURT: Iam inclined to agree with Mr. Smithson. I have 
done what you are trying to do many times when I was practicing law. 

I never did think I had a right to do it really. I would prefer to do it, 

if I were in your shoes, the way you want to, but I don't believe 
the law permits it. By the "law," I mean the rules of evidence. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Fine, Your Honor. May I ask the witness 
then to read the third paragraph to herself -- may I ask her to read 
this to the jury? 

THE COURT: No, have her read it to herself, and then ask her 
if such and such is the fact -- or whatever you want to. . ‘It might be 
going about it backwards. : 

MR, SANDGROUND: Would you read this third paragraph of 
your statement, please, starting with the word, "during." 

(Handing the exhibit to the witness) 
(Brief pause.) 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I read it. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, is it a fact that during the spring of 1959, when you 
were employed at Tour Travel, Inc., three hundred Connecticut Avenue, 
Northwest, you came into possession of six blank Pan American Airways 
tickets through your employment at that firm? A. This was a presump- 
tion. | 

Q. Now, wasitafact? A. This wasa S resauetiga” 

©. I'm afraid i don’t understand what you mean by "presumption." 
Didn't you say that to Mr. Smithson? Didn't you tell him that during the 
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149 spring of 1959 you came into possession of these six tickets? 
A. It states further -- 

Q. Did you tell him that -- yes or no, please? A. That third 
paragraph, yes. I told him this. 

Q. All right. That's enough. 

MR. SMITHSON: I think she has a right to answer. 

THE COURT: Iagree. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Im sorry. 

THE COURT: You told him that. Then what did you want to say? 

THE WITNESS: He asked me how I came into possession of these 
tickets, and it was presumed, as is later stated in the testimony, of how 
I did come into the possession of these tickets. 

THE COURT: It's later shown in the testimony -- you mean in 
that statement ? 

THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Smithson that these tickets were in a group 
of papers that you were working on at the office, and you inadvertently 
took them home? A. I told him this, and I told him at the same time 
this was a presumption of how I came into possession of them. 

Q. Did you tell him at that time that you kept them for several 

months, knowing that you shouldn't have had possession of them? 
A. This also was a presumption that I would have kept them several 
months, being that I did not discover them until July. 

Q. Did you tell him that you knew that you should not have had 
possession of them? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And didn't you tell him that you had them in the spring of 
1959? A. This again was a presumption. 

Q. Now, were you familiar with Miss Karikas' apartment at 
1801 K Street, Northwest? A. In what respect? 

Q. Were you familiar with the furniture and the possessions that 
were there? A. Iwas not familiar with her possessions. I was in 
the apartment. I could identify the apartment probably if I had to. 
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Q. Did you have the run of the apartment ? Could you go where- 
| 


ever you wanted in the apartment? A. The only time I was in the apart- 
ment was when another member of her family was there. | 

Q. And do you recall the typewriter being in that pincers 

A. Yes, I do. | 

Q. Had you ever seen that typewriter before? A. Yes, she had 
brought it to the office. 

Q. She had it at the Tour Travel office? A. I believe that is 
correct. To the best of my knowledge. 

Q. Did you know who owned that typewriter? A. Iwas under the 
impression it was she. | 

Q. And did you use that typewriter to make out tickets? A. This 
was the -- 

THE COURT: Did you answer that question? 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't; I didn't begin it. I made out the 
tickets on the portable typewriter, and I believe it was the same type- 
writer that she had brought to the office, and there was a certain cir- 
cumstance of why she brought it to the office. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, at that time, the second time that you were in Miss 
Karikas' apartment, did you tell her you needed money? | 

THE COURT: You went over that before, didn't you? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Not at this time. | 

THE COURT: In July? Sure. | 

MR. SMITHSON: We've been over it, Your Honor; we were over 
it before lunch. 

THE COURT: You went into it in detail. I rote it was July you 

were talking about. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, Your Honor; it was before. I won't pur- 
sue it, but I would like to ask this one question. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, during the time which was your second visit to Washington, 
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at the time that the tickets turned up in your suitcase, did you at that 
time tell Miss Karikas that you needed money? A. If I recall the 
whole situation correctly, I believe it was even the first time I was 
in Washington, stating what I was going to do, and I think at that time 
I had probably mentioned that I had needed money. 

Q. Now, you did all the typing on these tickets at that time, 
which was the second visit? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And did you know that you were doing wrong when you typed 
these tickets in? A. At the moment, I do know I have done wrong, yes. 

Q. At that time did you know that you were doing wrong? A. I 
didn't stop to think at that particular point whether I was doing right or 
wrong. 

Q. Is it your testimony that you didn't know you were doing wrong 
at that time ? 

MR. SMITHSON: I think she testified that she didn't stop to think. 

You can't ask the other. 

THE COURT: That's right. That's right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Iask you to examine the statement in the middle of page 2 of 
this statement. Will you read that. (Handing the witness the exhibit.) 
A. Ihave read it. 

Q. On December 2, 1960, did you tell Mr. Smithson that you knew 
that you were doing wrong when you typed the amounts of the tickets ? 
A. I did, and I also stated at the end of that -- that statement -- that I 
did not stop to think. 

Q. Now, when you saw the tickets, were there any marks for 
validation stamps? A. No, I don't think there were. 

THE COURT: Are you making a distinction between what you call 
"marks for validation stamps" and the validation stamp itself? 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, I am not making any distinction on that, 
Your Honor. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, when was the next time you saw these tickets? 
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THE COURT: The next time after what ? 

MR. SANDGROUND: After she had typed them. 

THE WITNESS: Either, I think, a couple -- a day OF two later. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Were you staying at Miss Karikas' house all that time? 
A. Yes, I was. 

Q. And when did you take these tickets to Pan American World 
Airlines ticket office in Washington? A. It was several days after 
they had been filled out. : 

Q. Did you know where this office was? A. To be specific, no; 

I had to find out where it was. I didn't -- until this day, i don't know - 
Fourteenth, Fifteenth or Sixteenth Street. 

. Q. Isee. When you went there, what name did you Lape? A. Anne 
Whiteside. 

Q. Why did you use the name Anne Whiteside ? A: Because I 
was instructed to do so. | 

Q. To use that specific name? A. That's correct. 

THE COURT: By whom were you instructed? : 

THE WITNESS: By Miss Karikas. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Why did you participate in this scheme? A. That is an 
excellent question. That I cannot answer. 

Q. When you went to Pan American, did you Ldentty yourself with 
any document as Anne Whiteside? A. I have no recollection of it. 

Q. Did you have any documents which would identify you as Anne 
Whiteside? A. No official documents; I believe there was a name card, 
but that was a business card, but that was the only thing, if you call that 
a document. | 

Q. Where did you get the name are A. They were printed at 
a printer's. 

Q. Who had them printed? A. I believe I went over and picked 
them up. 

Q. In fact, you ordered them, too, didn't you? A. Under instruc- 
tion. 


Q. And is it your testimony that the only reason you ordered the 
cards with the name Anne Whiteside was because you were instructed 
to do so by Miss Karikas? A. That's correct. 

Q. Where did you order them? A. That I don't know; I believe 
it was in the southwest side of town somewhere. 

Q. Now, when you took the checks to Pan American World Air- 
ways, were you immediately given refund checks? A. I believe so, 


yes. When you say "immediately," what do you mean by immediately ? 
Q. When you turned in the blanks which had been filled in? 

. The same day that I was given them? 

. Yes? <A. Yes, I was given refund checks the same day. 

. What did you do withthem? A. I gave them to Miss Karikas. 

. Why? A. I don't know; I just gave them to her. 

What was the next thing you knew about these checks? <A. The 

next thing that happened with the checks, I believe they were signed. 

Q. Now, at any time did you order any validation stamps to be 
made? <A. I don't think I did. As I told Mr. Smithson, I believe I 
picked one up. 

Q. Where did you pick up the validation stamp? A. That I don't 
know. Either some stamp company -- 

Q. Inthe District of Columbia? A. I believe that's correct. 

Q. Do you remember what name appeared on that validation stamp? 
A. No, because I didn't validate the tickets. 

THE COURT: What was that? 

THE WITNESS: I did not validate the tickets.. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, where did you go from Washington after you had given 

the checks to Miss Karikas? A. I went directly home. 

Q. To Nazareth? A. That's correct. 

Q. And did you remain in Nazareth until the next time that you 
saw Miss Karikas? A. Yes, I did. I believe that is correct. 

Q. Did you ever go to New York in that period of time? (Brief 
pause.) A. Not unless I went with my family. 
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Q. Do you recall going with your family to New York during that 
period of time? A. I don't believe we did go into New York. 
Q. N -- A. I just say I really don't remember, but I was at 
home with my aang: 


Q. When was the first time that you heard of Investment Bankers 
of America? A. The first time I had any contact with Investment 
Bankers of America was when I went in to pick up this check. 


Q. How did you know where to go to pick up the checks? Ast 
was given the address. 

THE COURT: By whom? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Had you ever been there before? 

THE COURT: You keep letting that go. She says she was 

instructed to do this and instructed to do that. We should know 
who instructed her. ! 

MR. SANDGROUND: I'm sorry, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Let's keep it in mind. Who told yon to go to 
Investment Bankers ? 

THE WITNESS: Miss Karikas. 

THE COURT: What instructions did she give you? | 

THE WITNESS: That I was to go to Investment Bankers, and I 
was given the address. 

THE COURT: What were you supposed to do when you got there? 

THE WITNESS: Pick up the check; close out the account. 

THE COURT: Now, close out what account ? | 

THE WITNESS: There was an account preerered y under some 
international students group. 
THE COURT: Did you pick up the check and did you close out the 
account ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: What did you do to close out the account? 

THE WITNESS: Well, as far as I can remember at the moment, 


Miss Karikas had called a person at Investment Bankers. 
| 
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BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Was this call made in your presence? A. Yes, it was; had 
called, and apparently laid the groundwork for the closing of this ac- 

count, and all I was supposed to do -- and what happened was, I 
think I got there a little bit early -- laid a groundwork that all I would 
have to do was come up and pick up a check. Well, as it happened, the 
gentleman that confronted me and met me was not the person that she 
had originally planned for me to meet. 


Q. Now, who was the person she had originally planned for you 
to meet? (Brief pause.) A. His first name is Anthony or Tony, and 


the last name started with a 'P" -- it's not Pinkleton -- he was -- 

MR. SMITHSON: May I supply the name if counsel wants it -- 
the name was Pittman. 

THE WITNESS: That was it. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Thank you, Mr. Smithson. 

MR. SMITHSON: All right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Had you ever met him before? A. I believe I met him once 
with Cecilia. 

Q. Where? A. Gee, I don't remember. 

Q. And this was the first time you had ever been to Investment 
Bankers? A. This was the first time I had ever been to Investment 
Bankers. 

Q. To your knowledge, was there an account opened by -- in the 
name of an Anne Whiteside there? A. Yes, there was. 

Q. Did you open that account? <A. No, sir; I did not. 

Q. Did you see a man named Spector at Investment Bankers? 
A. This was the gentleman whom I explained earlier I ran into. 

Q. Did you have a discussion with Mr. Spector about stocks and 
bonds? A. Discussion, I believe, with Mr. Spector had to do with 
closing this account, and possibly, I think, purchasing some stocks and 
bonds. 
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THE COURT: Possibly what? 
THE WITNESS: Purchasing some stocks and bonds, but what the 
conversation was -- 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. And you told Mr. Spector you were Anne Whiteside? 
A. That's correct. 
Q. Did you show him a card to identify aisate| A, Just this 
one particular business card, but I had no other identification. 
Q. And you then took the check from Mr. Speckman? 
MR. SMITHSON: Spector. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Spector. 
THE WITNESS: I don't know whether I took the check from Mr. 
Spector or from this other man, but I did receive a check. I believe I -- 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: | 
Q. Was this check in the name of Anne Whiteside? A. Yes, I 
think it was. Iam not sure how it was made out, no, but'I think it was 
made out in the name of Anne Whiteside. The check, I believe, is 
present. If I could look at it, I would be able to tell you. 
Q. And you signed that check in the name of eet 
A. That's correct. 
Q. And did you disguise your handwriting when yon wrote "Anne 
Whiteside?" A. That is correct. 
Q. Why did you disguise your handwriting under the name of 
Anne Whiteside when no one knew you to be Anne Whiteside? A. I 
was told to do so by Miss Karikas, and also the same name that I signed 
on the check, she made a very specific point of making absolutely sure 
that my signature which I had signed the blank form -- and I believe it 
to be blank -- I cannot swear to this -- of the initial application to open 
this account, I was specifically instructed to remember how that signa- 
ture was signed on that form, after opening the account, to the signature 
appearing on the back of that check. | 
162 @. And then did you give this endorsed check to Miss Karikas? 
A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. Did she give you any money at that time? A. No, she did not. 
Q. Did you have any conversation with her at that time about what 
she allegedly was going to do with this check? A. I don't know if it was 
the time that I -- excuse me -- at the time that I had given her the check, 


or whether it was at a later date -- what she was going to do with it. 
Q. What did she tell you she was going to do with it? A. I believe 
her very first intention, and I believe this quite sincerely, that she was 


going to try and cash the check, but from the way she vacilated back and 
forth, I really don't think she knew what she was going to do with the 
check once she had it. I think her main idea was to get it cashed, but 
just how she was going to, I don't think even she knew. 

Q. Why didn't you cash the check under the name of Anne White- 
side -- you got it and endorsed it? A. Because it was about that time 
I was beginning to come to my senses on the whole thing, and I refused 
to have anything more to do with it. I had been called by Cecilia after 
this had happened in my home in Nazareth, which can be vouched for, 
and told to come down here to try to cash the check, et cetera, and I 

just didn't want anything to do with it after that. 

Q. After you signed the check, you didn't have anything more to 
do with it, did you? A. I don't think so. 

Q. You realized it was wrong at that time, so you didn't have any- 
thing further to do with Cecilia? A. It was when I got home that I began 
to realize all of this. 

Q. And isn't it a fact that after that date, you testified that you 
received some money from Miss Karikas? A. That's correct. 

Q. Why did you take this money? A. . Because, as I specifically 
stated in my previous testimony, I had needed money. I told Miss Karikas 
this, and I told her that the money that I was taking from her would be 
repaid after I finished school, after I was working once again, and after 
I was receiving a salary, and this money was taken only, and only in the 
form of a loan. 

Q. Now, did you sign a note for this loan? A. She never asked 
me to do so. 
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Q. Is there a written document describing the loan? Did you 
make a memorandum of the loan? A. No, I did not. 

Q. How much money did you receive? A. Two thousand dollars. 

THE COURT: Was it in cash or a check, or what? 

THE WITNESS: Sir, it was in cash, and it was in an envelope. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: | 

Q. Was it exactly two thousand dollars? A. To the best of my 
knowledge, it was. 

Q. Did you count it? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Is it your testimony that you received money as a loan in cash 
in an envelope, and you didn't count the money? A. I don't think I was 
in a position at the place I received it to count it. 

THE COURT? What do you mean by that? 

THE WITNESS: I mean that I think she gave it to me while we 


were out to dinner. I wasn't going to spread money all over the table. 


MR. SANDGROUND: May I proceed, Your Honor? 
THE COURT: Yes. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you know that you were going to get this part of money 
from this deal? A. What do you mean, -- didI know?) 

THE COURT: Did you know in advance? | 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: | x 

Q. Did you know in advance? (Brief pause.) A. Did I know? 
THE COURT: That you were going to share in the spoils, so to 
speak ? ! 

THE WITNESS: I really don't know. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. You didn't know whether you were going to oa any money out 
of this? A. I told her I had needed the money, and i is what she 
gave me. 

Q. Were you upset about this? A. Very upset about the whole 
situation. 

Q. Were you upset that you only got allegedly two  eoueaad 
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dollars? A. I was, as you read in the document you have in your 
hand, after I found out the full extent of this and what happened to it, 
then I became quite upset, when I realized the whole situation of the 


case, Yes, I was quite upset. 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Smithson that you were angry because you 
only got two thousand dollars out of the deal? A. This is the way it 
is stated on the paper, and Mr. Smithson can, I think, bear me out on 
this: The fact that when I did find out the whole extent of the case, I 
was quite upset, yes. 

Q. Were you upset that you only got two thousand dollars out of 
it? A. That was all I had asked for. 

Q. You asked for two thousand dollars? A. I asked her to loan 
me, as a loan, to loan it to me. 

Q. When was this? A. When I stated I needed a loan. 

Q. What communication did you have with Miss Karikas when you 
left for Nazareth from Washington, after you gave her the endorsed 
check? <A. I don't believe any. 

Q. Now, you stated that you needed this money for your education 
and other problems, right? A. That's correct. 

Q. When you got this two thousand dollars, did you use it for your 
education? A. My education at that time had been solved. In fact, my 
problems had been solved. My father came to me, and this was one of 
the responsibilities I didn't want to place on his shoulders. 

Q. And do you remember what you used this two thousand dollars 
for? A. To itemize it, Ican’t. In the statement I said I used it on 
clothes, but it wasn't all clothes; just what I had gotten, I can't itemize it. 

Q. Is it your testimony now that you didn't spend the two thousand 
dollars on clothes? A. I didn't say that. 

Q. What is the truth in this matter? A. The truth in the matter 
is that I did buy clothing, but there may have been a few other articles 
that I bought with it. 

Q. What other articles? A. That is just what I can’t state; I 
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don't remember. 

Q. Now, you stated on direct examination that when you met with 
Miss Karikas and gave her the check, which you had signed, you said 
in your conversation with her that she didn't know what the alleged final 
outcome would be, is that correct? A. I'm sorry, would you repeat 
that again. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Would you read that, please, Madam Reporter ? 
(The reporter read the pending question.) 

THE WITNESS: I would appreciate it very much if you could reword 
that question. : 

MR. SANDGROUND: [ll try. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. When you gave Miss Karikas the endorsed abe which you 
received from Investment Bankers, did you have a discussion as to what 
was going to happen to this endorsed check? : 
THE COURT: What she was going to do with it? © 
THE WITNESS: I don't know if it was at the specific time that I 


gave her the check or whether it was later, but she had discussed 


various possibilities of what was going to happen to it. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. What were these various possibilities? A. well, I think the 
main purpose was to get it cashed, but just how, I don't think she knew. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Would you indulge me just for a minute, Your 
Honor ? 
THE COURT: Yes. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. In April and May of 1959, where were you living? A. At home. 
Q. Is that in Nazareth, Pennsylvania? A. That's correct. 
Q. That is April and May of 1959? A. Part of April and all of 
May. | 
Q. Where were you living the latter ate of Apri of 1959? 
A. In the District. 
Q. Where in the District? A. I was sick in bed at the time. 
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Q. You were sick in bed? A. That's correct. 

Q. In April and May? A. No, not April and May; in April. 

Q. In April. You were sick in bed in the District? A. That's 
correct. 

Q. Now, isn't it a fact that during that period of time you were 
residing at 3000 Connecticut with Miss Karikas? A. At 3000 Connecti- 
cut -- I never lived there. 

Q. What was the address on Connecticut? A. 4500 Connecticut. 

Q. At 4500 Connecticut Avenue with Miss Karikas? A. I never 
resided with Miss Karikas. 

Q. She never stayed with you for more thana week? A. I would 
not say So, no. 

Q. Now, when you came back -- A. Mayl clarify that statement. 
She never stayed with me for the approximation of a week atatime. I 
was just when there were problems, and I guess things were getting 


tough that she came over and stayed with me, and to that I had no great 


objection. 

Q. During the time you were working with Tour Travel, and you 
knew Miss Karikas, were you familiar generally with stock accounts 
and stocks and bonds? A. No, sir; Iwas not. I never had any direct 
dealing with them. 

Q. But you had owned stocks and bonds in your own name? 

A. My father saw that I owned them, yes. My father is in the 
financial field. 

Q. Now, when you came back to the District from Nazareth, 
didn't you tell Miss Karikas that you were still employed by Tour 
Travel? A. Would you say that again, please. 

Q. When you came back from Nazareth, Pennsylvania, to the 
District of Columbia, in August -- in July and August of 1959, didn't 
you tell Miss Karikas that you were still employed by Mr. Pederson? 
A. I did not, because I was no longer employed in July and August; I 
had been married. 
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Q. At the time that Miss Karikas allegedly saw these tickets in 
your possession, in your suitcase, at that point in time, didn't you tell 


her that you were still employed by Tour Travel, and that was the 

reason you had the tickets with you? A. The reason I had the tickets 
with me was because I was doing followup work for Tour Travel, but 

she knew as well as I knew that I had been married. I had not definitely 
worked, because we saw no reason for my working. My husband preferred 
that I stay at home, and that's exactly where I stayed. I had also given in 
a written resignation, which I think she was fully aware of. 

Q. And at that time did you tell her that these six tickets belonged 

to some students who had originally purchased tours from Tour 
Travel? A. I don't believe I told her that, no, because : didn't know 
where they came from. 

Q. Did Tour Travel ever handle the International Students’ account? 
A. They handled an account, but I cannot give you the exact specific title. 
I never worked personally on the account. There was co else in 
the office who did. 

Q. Do you know that Tour Travel did sell tickets to both American 
students to travel abroad and to foreign students to travel in the United 
States, didn't you? A. I believe they were just foreign students travel- 
ing in the United States. I don't know very much about the company, 
because I didn't handle the account. 

Q. Didn't you tell Miss Karikas that you wanted : take the refund 
checks back to New York to deposit them? A. I didn't tell her any such 
thing, no. 

Q. Now, at the time these checks were refunded, and you had 
gone through this procedure with Investment Bankers, you were in dire 
need of money, weren't you? <A. I wouldn't say dire, but I did need 
money. 

Q. Why didn't you then attempt to cash the checks yourself in 
order to get some of the money? A. As I stated before, I began to 
realize since I had been at home and since I had been talking to my 

parents, exactly what was coming off, and I -- I just refused to 


have anything to do with the whole situation. 

Q. Now, in your statement you say that you got the money in 
September of 1959 -- A. I believe that is about the correct date. 

Q. When was the next time you told anyone about this scheme ? 
A. In December. 

Q. In December of 1959? A. That's correct, when I made a full 
confession to everything. 

Q. And how did this come about? A. I was summoned as a wit- 
ness to the District of Columbia, and at that time in Mr. Smithson's 
office, I made this statement. 

Q. Now, did you make any effort to voluntarily tell the Govern- 
ment about this before you were summoned as a witness? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. Why not? A. Frankly, I was absolutely petrified. 

Q. But you knew it was wrong during this entire period of time? 
A. During this period of time, I knew it was wrong, and when the ap- 
propriate time came, and I was questioned about it, I voluntarily stated 

the whole thing. 

Q. But not before that time, you didn't say a thing? A. Not before 
that time. 

Q. Now, throughout your entire testimony, you stated that every- 
thing you did in the mechanical transactions was done because Miss 
Karikas told youto do so? A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, during the time that you knew her, did you do everything 
she told youto do? A. That's rather a broad question. 

Q. Were you under her power in any way? A. In the office when 
she asked me to'do something for her, I did it for her, yes. 

Q. I'm not talking about in the office. Did she have any control 
of your actions while you knew her in the District of Columbia? 

A. I don't understand the question. 

Q. Did she give you orders as to everything that you should do 
about your life together when you knew her? A. I doubt hardly -- 
hardly as such. 
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Q. You led a pretty independent life, didn't you? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. You had your own apartment? A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, did you have any animosity towards Miss Karikas before 

this incident ? | 

THE COURT: Before what incident? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Before the incident concerning t the checks ? 

THE WITNESS: I had no animosity toward her, no. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Weren't you upset because of certain things she had done 
concerning Mr. Pederson? A. Such as? 

Q. Were you upset by anything she had done concerning Mr. 
Pederson? A. I don't know what you have reference to. 

Q. Do you know of anything that she did with reference to Mr. 
Pederson which made you angry? A. I don't know what she did, no. 

Q. You didn't. Had you ever done anything -- had you ever signed 
anything before that Miss Karikas had told you to sign? (Brief pause.) 
A. I imagine letters that came through, I did, surely. 

Q. Did Miss Karikas tell you to pose as Mrs. Valdemar Pedersen? 
A. No, she did not, No. Wait a minute -- in what respect? 

Q. In any respect, while you knew her in the District of Columbia ? 

A. Not that I can recall. : 

Q. Did she ever tell you to sign the name of Mrs. Valdemar 
Pederson? A. Not that I can recall. 

Q. You did this all of your own volition? A. Yes. : 

Q. Now, isn't it true that you presented yourself to Miss Karikas 
as a woman of the world who had traveled extensively in a professional 
musical career in Europe? A. I had no reason to present myself to 
Miss Karikas in any course, because when she came to work for Tour 
Travel, I had no reason to present myself. She was there looking for a 


job. She had to present herself. I had no reason to present myself. 

Q. You already had the job? A. That's correct. | 

Q. You showed her your scrapbook purporting to be your accom- 
plishments, didn't you? A. I didn't show her my scrapbook. My 
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scrapbook was in my apartment. At all times -- 
THE COURT: Just a moment. You have answered the question. 
Iam not going to permit you to go into that again. It was fully explored 
before. 
MR. SANDGROUND: All right, Your Honor. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, in this case you have given a full confession, is that 
correct? A. I have done so, and I have sincerely done so. 
Q. You have entered a plea of guilty, is that correct? A. I 
sincerely have done this, yes. 
Q. To one count of the indictment? A. I believe that's correct. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I have no further questions of this witness. 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, you have been asked some questions about, shall we say 


your musical career, and I think that you have admitted that in some 
instances the career isn't quite what certain newspaper articles have 


presented it to be, is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me, however, just as a matter of curiosity, did you ever 
play at Carnegie Hall? A. Yes, sir; I did. 

Q. All right. Let me go for a moment then to this question: 

I want these before you, Defendant's Exhibit Number 1 for identification 
and 2 and 3. (Handing the exhibits to the witness.) , 

Now, you said you had an apartment at 4500 Connecticut Avenue, 
right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When you had your apartment at 4500 Connecticut Avenue, 
where did you keep that certificate? A. It was in with my high school 
diploma in my desk. 

Q. How about those newspaper clippings, or shall we say your 
folder of pictures or whatever you kept it in? A. Those wre ina 
leather bound notebook with a plastic covering on top of them, and they 
were in my desk also. 
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Q. How about that big photograph, defendant's Exhibit Number 3? 
A. That was in my apartment in Washington -- I mean in Washington, 
and then after I took that, I took it home to Nazareth, and put it in my 
father's desk in Nazareth -- in fact, he put it in there. ! 

Q. When did you give up that apartment? 

THE COURT: On Connecticut Avenue ? 

THE WITNESS: I think technically -- I looked up the shipping 
order on my furniture -- I believe my furniture was moved out on May 
15, but my rent was paid up until the end of the month. However, as I 
stated before, I left somewhere in the middle of April, because I had 
this -- 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. At the latest by the end of May 1959? A. It was by the 15th, 
because we were getting our home ready. I was getting married ¢ on the 
18th. 

Q. Did you ever take that Defendant's Exhibit 3 down to the office 


at 3000 Connecticut Avenue? A. Never. 

Q.° Did you ever take the scrapbook, Defendant's Exhibit 2, down 
there? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Did you ever take Exhibit 1 down to the office? A. Heavens, 

Q. Let me ask you this: At any time while Cecilia Karikas was 
staying at your apartment, did you give her items? A. No, sir; I did not. 

Q. Tell me, when you moved from that particular address, did you 
have aradio? A. Well, I did buy a radio. Ihada portable radio, but 
it is missing. | 

Q. How about a pair of skates -- was that missing also? A. Yes, 
sir; and we are quite sure they are missing, because my father -- from 
time to time we have pulled all apart my storage boxes -- I wanted to go 
ice skating for the past two winters, and I don't have my skates. 

Q. Now, let's go to this Pittman that you were asked about, Tony 

Pittman. Who told you that name? A. Miss Karikas knew him. 
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Q. Did you ever meet Tony Pittman? A. I believe I did, yes, sir. 

Q. Where and when? A. Exactly as to where it was, in the 
District of Columbia, but as to when, it was with Cecilia. 

Q. And can you tell me whether it was before, at the same time 
or after you took these checks down to Investment Bankers? A. I 
believe I met him on one occasion while I worked for Tour Travel. 

Q. Before, during that time or after? A. It was a time during 
while I was -- 

Q. Oh, while you were employed -- A. While I was employed. 

Q. All right. Did you ever know a man by the name of H. Neil. 
Kelly, Jr.? A. I knew him by name, sir, but as to where he resided 
or where -- 

Q. You've answered the question. Tell me, did you ever learn -- 
strike that. Did you ever know that this person Pittman, Tony Pittman, 
was an associate of H. Neil Kelly? (Brief pause.) A. You mean did 

he work with -- 

Q. No, that he was -- that they were friends? A. It kind of 
seems to me that they knew one another. 

Q. How did you gain that information? A. I believe Cecilia, 
Miss Karikas, told me that, too. The more I think about that, I think 
at the time I met this Mr. Pittman, I think Mr. Kelly was there also. 

Q. You got two thousand dollars out of this transaction, right? 

A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Now, you know, don't you, that the six checks came to some 


seventy-one hundred dollars -- $7,167.00? 
- MR. SANDGROUND: Objection. That is a leading question. 
THE COURT: Overruled. You may answer the een 
THE WITNESS: Pardon? 
» BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Six times $1194.50, will you accept that as totaling $7,167.00, 
as the total? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did Cecilia tell you what she did with the other five thousand 
dollars? A. No sir. 
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Q. Did you know that Cecilia took a trip around the world? 

A. No. | 

MR. SMITHSON: That's all. 

THE COURT: Is there anything else? 

MR. SANDGROUND: No. 

THE COURT: You are excused. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I might like to recall this 
witness later on as a rebuttal witness. I'd like to have her available 
during the trial for re-examination -- perhaps as a witness. 

THE COURT: She will be here. You are excused now. 


* * * * * 


VERA KENNY 

* * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
* * * * * 


182 Q. * * * Where are youemployed? A. National ane in 
the Statler Hotel. 


Q. Is that in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, it is. 
Q. Tell me, do you know one Cecilia Karikas? A. Yes, I do. 
* * * * * 
Q. How long have you know the defendant, Cecilia Karikas? 
A. About two years. 
183 Q. Which would take us to approximately March of "592 A. That 
is correct. | 

Q. And how did you know her -- at work? A. Yes, she was em- 
ployed in the same office. 

Q. And how long did you work with her there? A. Well, from 
that time until last -- I believe it was last October, or November -- I've 
forgotten exactly. 

Q. All right. Now, Miss Kenny, I'll ask you if you have responded 
here pursuant to a subpoena to bring a certain object with you? Did you 
do that -- for the purpose of identification? A. I brought no object. 
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Q. No, but had you come to identify a certain object? In other 
words, had you given this object to anyone before? A. I had given an 
object. 

Q. I would like to show you Government Exhibit No. 21 for 
identification. I'll ask you to briefly describe what it is. Would you 
keep your voice up, please, and speak into the microphone. A. The 
object is a letter that I received from Miss Karikas. 

Q. And did you give that to anyone? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Would that be to Special Agent Donald Walter of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation? A. Yes, it would. 

* * * * * 

Q. I will ask you to examine the writing inside, Miss Kenny. Is 
that the writing of the defendant? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. What is the place from where it is sent? A. Djakarta. 

Q. Where is that? A. In Indonesia. 

* * * 
(At the Bench:) 

MR. SMITHSON: For the handwriting, Your Honor. We will make 
a comparison of the handwriting of the defendant on the endorsement of 
two of the checks. 

THE COURT: (Looking at the exhibit.) Have you seen this, Mr. 
Sandground? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, Your Honor. In the first place, we will 

stipulate that two of the checks, the defendant signed. 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't want a stipulation on this. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Secondly, I would stipulate that that is the 
handwriting of the defendant, Cecilia Karikas. 

Thirdly, I will stipulate that at the time that was written, Cecilia 
Karikas was in Indonesia. 

Now, I object to that going in. It is a personal message. It can be 
read completely out of context. The fact that she was in Indonesia has 
no relevance to the Government's case. I believe I will be able to show 
that in cross-examination of Miss Kenny. I don't see what relevance that 
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has to anything contained in the indictment, as long as we admit that that 
is her handwriting, and we are stipulating to all the facts contained in it, 
but I do not believe that message should go in. 

THE COURT: I think you will go Begone that -- what | are you going 
to compare this with? 

MR. SMITHSON: We are going to compare it, Your Honor, with 
reference to the checks endorsed in the name of Donald Lee and Schonen- 
berg, those two. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, we will stipulate that she signed 
those. 

THE COURT: I don't believe that this is admissible. 

MR. SMITHSON: I think it is admissible as an exemplar of the 

handwriting -- from the message -- Iam not passing it. 

THE COURT: You are not passing it? 

MR. SMITHSON: No. 

THE COURT: Then I will receive it. 

* * * 
(End of Bench Conference.) 
MR. SMITHSON: For the record, Your Honor, this is s aevenkaie 
in evidence as the handwriting of the defendant. 
* * * * 
CROSS- EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Miss Kenny, during the time that Miss Karikas worked at 

National Airlines, you were her supervisor, is that correct ? A. That's 


correct. | 


Q. And you received a letter from her while she was in Indonesia? 
A. That's right. : 

Q. And do you know the circumstances about her trip to Indonesia? 
A. Well, of course, vacation, yes. |! 

Q. Do you know how she got transportation to Indonesia? A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell the jury how. she got transportation to Indonesia ? 

A.. Well, every employee in any airline system can get free 
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transportation on other carriers, and that is how Miss Karikas got her 
trip to Indonesia. 

Q. Did she pay for any of the transportation to Indonesia? 

A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Did she pay for any of the transportation from Indonesia back 
to the United States? A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Is this a common practice for employees of National Airlines 
to take their vacations this way? A. Yes. 

* * * * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. When the Airlines gives you this free transportation, do they 
also pay all of your expenses, your hotel bills, your entertainment, or 
anything you might want to buy? A. Not always. 

Q. What about your hotel bill, do they pay your hotel bill? A. No. 

Q. Whatever you would buy to take a trip around the world? 

A. No. 


* 


GILBERT W. PAUL 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: - 
* * * * * 

Q. Your employment? A. Iam assistant vice-president of 
National Airlines, Washington, D. C. 

Q. Mr. Paul, do you know a person by the name of Cecilia Karikas? 
A. Yes, sir. 

* * * * * 
194 Q. Directing your attention to 1959, particularly, sir, did you 
know the defendant at that time? A. No, sir. 

Q. Particularly, sir, during the period of May of 1959 through 
September of 1960, did you know her? (Brief pause.) A. I may have 
met her in the spring or summer of 1959 when I was down here ona 
visit from New York. 
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MR. SMITHSON: May I have this marked for identification, Your 
Honor, as Government's Exhibit No. 22? 
THE COURT: Yes. (Government's Exhibit No. 22, a 
Memorandum of National Airlines, 


dated 5-12-59, was marked for 
identification. } 


THE COURT: Do you live in New York? 

THE WITNESS: I live in Connecticut. 

THE COURT: I mean did you work in New York in 1959 and '60? 

THE WITNESS: I came down here on April 15, 1960, Your Honor. 

Prior to that, I used to have to visit Washington occasionally. 

* * * * * 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Government's Exhibit No. 23 marked for 
identification. (Government's Exhibit No. 23, Tab 
No. 136428, part of Refund Draft of 
National Airlines, was marked for 


identification.) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


Q. I show you Exhibit No. 22 for identification, Mr. Paul. What 
is it? (Handing the witness the exhibit.) A. (Perusing the exhibit.) 
This is a copy of a memorandum that was sent to Mr. Kochnit, who is 
at our Public Relations -- rather, our Personnel Office in Miami, giving 


the addresses -- 

Q. I mean what does it comprise? Who wrote it, in other words ? 
A. Well, it is signed by Cecilia Karikas. | 

Q. Is that part of the files of National Airlines, sir? Is that 
where that came from? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was she an employee of your airlines at that time? A. Let 
me see -- yes, sir. ! 

Q. I show you, sir, Government's Exhibit 23 for identification. 
What is it? (Handing the witness the exhibit.) A. (Perusing the 
exhibit.) This is the -- I guess you would say that tab that is on a part 
of our refund drafts. When a passenger comes in for a ticket to be 


refunded. 
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Q. Who makes that out? A. Well, it is made out by the agents 
at our ticket counters. 
Q. Is the agent's name thereon? A. Yes, it is. 


Q. Is that agent Cecilia Karikas? A. That is her signature. 
* * * * * 


MARY LOUISE racial 


DIRECT EXAMINATION, 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 


Q. That is your married name. What was your single name? 
A. Dotolo. 
Q. And what was your employment while you were in the District 
of Columbia? A. Iwasa clerk with Pan American Airlines in their 
ticket office on K Street. 
Q. That's in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Let me ask you this: Does the name Anne Whiteside mean 


anything to you? A. Yes, sir. 
* * * * * 


* 


Q. I would like to show you, Mrs. Bigelow, and I want you to keep 
your voice up, if you will, Exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, which have been 
received in evidence as Pan American honored refund tickets. Have you 
seen those before? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Were they brought to you by anyone? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. When were they brought to you? A. They were brought to me 


in -- let's see -- 1959, around August. 

Q. I'd like to point something out to you. I'd like to point out on 
this the date of August 6, 1959. Do you see that date on each one of those? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Would that approximate the date you received those in the 
District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir; that would be the day. 

Q. Who brought those to you? A. The name was Miss Anne 
Whiteside. 

Q. Have you seen that person here? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who was it? A. It was the young lady that is in the last row 


on the righthand side of the courtroom. 
* * 8 
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THE COURT: Stand up, please, Miss Coan. (Miss Joanne D. 
Coan rose.) 
THE COURT: Is that Anne Whiteside? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: As you met her? 


THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; that's her. 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, when she came to you, did she say anything to you when 


she gave you these refund tickets? A. She just said they were -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: If Your Honor please, I don't want anything 
to be said that was outside of the presence of the defendant, Td like to 
find out -- | 

THE COURT: It couldn't be admissible. | 

MR. SMITHSON: If it were pursuant to a concert of action, it 
would be admissible. 

THE COURT: You are not offering it for the truth of what she 
said -- 

MR. SMITHSON: No. 

MR. SANDGROUND: All right. 

THE COURT: Simply the fact that she said it takes it out of the 
realm of hearsay. You may answer that. 

THE WITNESS: Well, I don't remember the exact words -- 

THE COURT: The substance of it. 

THE WITNESS: But the context of the conversation iz just that 

she came in and asked that we please refund these tickets, and I 
just took the tickets and looked at them, and checked with the supervisor, 
and they had to be -- we simply had to write out individual refund checks 
in the name of the person on each ticket, and Miss Whiteside wanted the 
check written out, one check for the total tickets, made out payable toa 
student relations committee in New York, and I told her that since we 
had no evidence that such committee paid for the tickets, as far as we 
knew they were paid for by the names of the persons on the tickets, we 
had to make each check payable for the exact amount of the ticket to the 
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person on the ticket, and since the tickets were marked "cash," we 
could refund them. And I asked her to come back a little later, and 
I would have the checks ready for her, and she left, and then she came 
back, and we gave her the checks. 

THE COURT: The same day? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; it was just an hour later; just about 
an hour later. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Did you give her one or several checks? A. We gave her 
checks, sir, for each ticket, the name made out to the person on each 
ticket. 

THE COURT: Did you draw the refund checks yourself? 

THE WITNESS: I wrote the checks, yes, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I would like to show you then the Government exhibits which 
have been received in evidence as Pan American checks, beginning with 
Exhibit 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 -- (Showing the exhibits to the witness.) 
Did you make those checks out? A. Yes, I did, sir. 

Q. Now, particularly with regard to each of those checks, there 
is a line on it which is, "Pay to the order of," and an address. Who put 
that in? A. I did, sir. 

Q. That was on there before you gave the checks to this Anne 
Whiteside person? A. Yes, sir. We got -- see, they are made to, 
care of International Students Relations Committee, and the name -- 


that’s what she gave me -- and the names, of course, were on the tickets. 
Q. All right. And you made those out to those named individuals? 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. There weren't any of them made out blank? A. Oh, no, sir. 
MR. SMITHSON: All ee That's all. I haven't anything else 

for the witness. 


CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: _ 
Q. Do you remember the date that this came in, that Mrs. Coan 
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came in, posed as Miss Whiteside, and asked you for the refunds? 
A. Well, sir, I know it was in August; I did not know the date until -- 

Q. In August of 1959? A. '59. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Would you mark this for identification. 

THE COURT: I take it, this would be the date, is that pias 

THE WITNESS: No, just a minute -- oh -- 

THE COURT: That's all right. 

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, sir. Let's see. Last year -- we are 
in 1961 -- last year was 1960 -- yes, that's right -- August of 1959. 

THE COURT: Mrs. Bigelow, let me ask you oe 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Those checks that you have been asked about, on 
each one of them the date is August 6th. Now, were those checks drawn 
and given to Miss Whiteside on the date that the check is dated? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. | 

THE COURT: So then we know that it was August 6, 1959? 


THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; that's right, sir. 


THE COURT: All right. Did you learn what I found out? 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, I'm sorry, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mrs. Bigelow drew those checks and gave them to 
Miss Whiteside on the date that the check is dated. : 

MR. SANDGROUND: The check is dated -- 

THE COURT: So we know that it is August 6th -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: August 6th. 

THE COURT: 1959. 

MR. SANDGROUND: 1959. 

MR. SMITHSON: For the record, Your Honor, for the Court and 
also for everyone else, if Your Honor will look at Exhibits 2 through 7, 
you will see a refund stamp date on there, 8-6-59, that's what I was 
showing her. | 

THE COURT: I guess that proves it. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, sir. 


BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. I'd like to show to the witness Defendant's Exhibit No. 5, 
marked for purposes of identification only, and ask her to examine this 


photograph and tell me if she can identify who that person is. 


(Defendant's Exhibit No. 5, a photo- 
graph of Joanne D. Coan, was marked 
for identification.) 


Would you look carefully at that photograph. (Handing the exhibit to the 
witness.) A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You can identify that person in the photograph? A. Yes, sir; 
I believe I can, sir. 

Q. Would you identify who that is? 

THE COURT: Who is it, Mrs. Bigelow? 

THE WITNESS: Mrs. Coan. 

THE COURT: Miss Coan. Okay. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. You are sure of that -- that was the same woman who came in? 
A. That's right. 

Q. Is that what she looked like at that time? A. Her hair, as I 
recall it, was like that, except that it was not blond. 

Q. Isee. |A. It was a reddish shade, and she was all dressed in 
black with a hat, but the hair, as I recall it, is like that. 

* * * * 

THE COURT: All right, Mr. Sandground. 

MR. SANDGROUND: For the record, Your Honor, I would like to 
move at this time that the Court order a mental examination of some 
type, to be decided in the discretion of the Court, of Mrs. Coan, based 
upon her testimony. I'd like to submit an affidavit by Dr. Warren C. 
Johnson, who has never seen Mrs. Coan, but who has examined the 
document purporting to be her statement, and who is a psychiatrist in 
the District of Columbia. 

The authority that I have for this, Your Honor, is the Court’s own 
decision. I understand that in a case captioned United States v. Dunmore, 
which this Court tried, which was a rape case, which was thrown out, and 
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there was a judgment of acquittal. When the case was postured before 
Judge Tamm, Mr. Stein, who was the attorney for the defendant, moved 
for a mental examination of the complaining witness. I think that the 
Court can observe, from the testimony of Mrs. Coan this morning, as 

well as this affidavit from a psychiatrist, that there is certainly 
reasonable doubt, in my humble opinion, as to whether this woman is 
suffering from a mental disease or defect. And the thing that I think 
points this out is this behavior of either falsification of ego +- I don't 
know the psycho-dynamic explanation of why a person who is a Walter 
Mitty poses to be something they are not -- or any professional qualifica- 
tions -- but I think that in this age we know so much about the mental 
functioning, and yet at the same time So little about the mental function- 
ing, that it would not be improper for the Court to request that at least 
the Legal Psychiatric Branch of this Court examine and report to the 
Court in camera about the conclusions about Mrs. Coan's mental condi- 
tion; and if the Court psychiatrist were to report that she was of unsound 
mind at the present time, I would urge that, first, either that her testi- 
mony be discounted, or that her confession be thrown out under the 
decision of the Court of Appeals in the Lynch case. | 

I realize that this is an unusual procedure, but this is a most serious 
offense charged against this defendant, and I believe that it would be proper 
at this posture of the case to make this motion for a mental examination 
of Mrs. Coan, rather than to wait until the end of the case. 

Albeit, it is unusual, if the Court so orders, or were in a posture 
to order, the defense would be willing, at its own expense, to make Dr. 
Warren C. Johnson available for the examination, or any other psychiatrist 
that the Government might choose, either from St. Elizabeths or the D. C. 
General Hospital. ! 

We have no direct evidence of Mrs. Coan's mental condition, save 
for the testimony that she was under, at one time, the treatment of a 
psychiatrist. This we don't know, as we didn't probe into it. 

Secondly, the statements which, I believe, are indicative as to some 
sort of unusual mental functioning as to these patent questions about things 
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she is not doing. Third, the affidavit of the psychiatrist in this case. 

And fourthly, the authority in the Dunmore case, that the Court, 
to do substantial justice, might have an examination made of Mrs. Coan, 
and then the report, because it would not in any way prejudice the Govern- 
ment, but might be a substantial defense to the defense, and something 
that we could not do or move for earlier, because we did not have the 
full information of this matter. 

MR. SMITHSON: Would Your Honor hear from me. I would like 
to answer this. I have seen this pulled a couple of times recently -- 
it is being pulled. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object to any implication -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Oh, I'm not speaking of you, Counselor. It's been 

pulled a couple of times here recently. There's no basis for it, 
because you can divide it two ways. If you were to treat this person as 
a defendant, if you find under 24, 301, that there is indicated at the 
present time a mental incompetency, Your Honor should set aside any 
plea she made in ordering an examination. Or, if you are treating her 
as a witness, I submit to the Court that our dignified view of psychiatry 
has come to an awful pass when we can order a witness to submit to a 
mental] examination when we cannot compel a defendant to submit to one. 
I say to Your Honor that the Sweeney case -- 

THE COURT: There's a vast difference between the two. 

MR. SMITHSON: I beg your pardon, sir? 

THE COURT: I say there is vast difference between the two. 

MR. SMITHSON: Except Your Honor has to see, if you treat this 
person as a defendant, that there is something which would justify it. 
Now, when counsel examined the witness, the former defendant Coan -- 
IT asked her at lunch if she had seen a psychiatrist -- I kept her here, 
and I intended to keep her here for this point -- she said yes. She 
informed me, since this has been made a matter of record, that when her 
marriage broke up, she went, not only to her own doctor, she went to her 

minister -- she went to a psychiatrist, who told her that she was 
nervous and upset, but gave her a complete bill of health on any question 
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of mental illness. I have her here for that purpose should Your Honor 
care to hear it, and she's readily identified the psychiatrist. 

But then, let's go to the question of her testimony. The motion 
which would be directed to you to strike her testimony has to fly in the 
face of a Supreme Court decision, which is reported in 107 U.S. 519. I 
think it's the decision of Armes, if I recall my citation correctly. And 
even assuming, for the purpose of argument, that she, the witness, was 
a mental incompetent, which I do not submit, the Supreme Court held 
that she may still be a witness and her testimony received, and it doesn't 
even require a precaution in that Supreme Court case. In the case of 
Stagecrafters v. The District of Columbia, reported in 89 At. 2d. at 876, 
our Court of Appeals, Municipal Court of Appeals, held that even a person 
of doubtful capacity or competency may be permitted to testify if he or 
she has a sufficient understanding of the nature of an oath and is capable 
of giving a correct account of what he has seen and heard. 

Your Honor has heard why the Government decided to go ahead 
with the corroboration. It is admitted by the Government that this witness 
has represented or misrepresented herself as having won certain contests. 
It is also submitted by the Court that when she stood before Your Honor 

and pled guilty, she made a complete disclosure. She made one to 
me in December of 1960. She made one to her counsel, Mr. Allder, who 
is an experienced member of this bar, and has seen fit not to request 
Your Honor to submit for mental examination this defendant. 

THE COURT: Expressly saying that in a number of interviews 
with her, he finds nothing to suggest that there is anything wrong with 
her. 


MR. SMITHSON: That's correct, Your Honor. Therefore, I 
respectfully submit, Your Honor, that there is absolutely no basis for 
this type of motion. But going still further, even under the Tatum rule, 
which Your Honor has heard many times, unless you could equate this 
with the one where Chief Judge Pine was reversed when a defendant on 
the stand said, "I must have been crazy to do it," and he wouldn't give 
the mental instruction -- here's.an affidavit from a peychiatrist who has 
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never seen, never talked with, knows nothing of this woman, but he is 
willing to put his name to an affidavit. I didn't know that the field of 
psychiatry had usurped a jury function. 

THE COURT: He ends up by saying that he can't reach any 
opinion. 

MR. SMITHSON: No, sir; but this must be the affidavit they use 
under 24, 301. 

THE COURT: It is. Iam calling your attention to it before you 
denounce the psychiatrist. 

MR. SMITHSON: Iam not denouncing the psychiatrist. He has 
made a complete statement. What Iam denouncing is the scope to which 
the rule may be extended of some evidence -- that's what I mean -- that 
this doesn't supply it. 

THE COURT: Do you want to say something else? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think Your Honor has heard what I have to 
say. I want to assure the Court that Iam not trying to pull anything. 

THE COURT: I understand that perfectly. 

MR. SANDGROUND: If I may make this one statement: I haven't 
read all these cases that the Government cited. I'm sure they all say 
what the Government says. I'm sure that Your Honor is familiar with 
the case of the United States v. Alger Hiss, in which a psychiatrist who, 
I believe, was on the staff of Yale University, observed in the Court- 
room Whitaker Chambers during his testimony, and based upon that, 
said that he was a pathological liar. Now, I'm not saying that Mrs. Coan 
is incompetent, but I'm saying that there is certainly reasonable belief 
that she might have a condition which is like that of a pathological liar, 
which is a mental disease or defect. And I believe that there is "some 
evidence." I thus believe that it would not hurt the Government; in fact, 
I'm surprised that the Government doesn’t join in this motion with the 

defense, just to clear the witness, if there is any question about 
this. 


THE COURT: I should say for the record that I, too, of course, 
have heard this witness’ testimony, followed it with considerable interest, 
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and with, I think, attention, as I do with respect to every witness; and I 
have observed her as well as heard her testimony; and as a result I see 
not the slightest basis for a mental examination of her -- certainly at 
this time. The cross-examination and the facts elicited on cross-examina- 
tion may very well ultimately go to the value and weight of her testimony 
before a jury, but there is nothing in it to suggest itself to me at all that 
a mental examination for her is in order. 


And that motion is denied. 

Let the affidavit of the doctor be stamped as of today's date and 
put it in the file. : 

That's all for today, gentlemen. You seem to be moving along 


pretty well now. 
* 


Washington, D.C. 
March 22, 1961. 


* * * 
SIDNEY SPECTOR 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * ae 
Q. Mr. Spector, directing your attention to the peripd of August 
1959, what was your employment or business? A. I was a partner of 
a stock brokerage firm. | 
Q. Does the name Investment Bankers of America mean anything 
to you? A. That was the name of our firm. 
Q. Where was it located? A. At 1522 Connecticut Avenue, North- 
west , Washington. ! 
Q. Within the District of Columbia? - A. That's correct. 
Q. Now, particularly, sir, are you acquainted with a party by the 
name of Anne Whiteside, or an account by the name of Anne Whiteside 
as Treasurer of a Students" Committee Investment Club? A. Yes, Iam. 
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Q. How did you become acquainted with that name and that client 
or account? A. I received one of our regular customer's service forms 
in the mail, signed by a Mrs. Anne Whiteside, requesting that we purchase 
three individual stocks at specific prices. Enclosed in the same envelope 
were a group of checks in payment for the stocks. 

Q. All right, sir. 

MR, SMITHSON: May I have Exhibits 11 through 16, please, Mr. David? 

THE COURT: Sir, before you answer the next question, will you tell 
us what you mean by your reference to -- 

THE WITNESS: Customer Service Form? 

THE COURT: Yes, exactly what was that? 

THE WITNESS: We had a form prepared that we circulated in all 
our mail when we made recommendations on various stocks. This form 
would enable a customer to secure various types of information from our 
firm. They could buy stocks by use of this form. They could sell stock 
and give us instructions on this form, or they can ask us for recommendations 

or quotations or information on stocks that they may own. 

THE COURT: Do you know how such a form happened to be sent to 
Mrs. Anne Whiteside ? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

THE COURT: You don't know where you got the name? 

THE WITNESS: No, the first time I saw the name is when I received 
the form. We had circulated these forms for a period of throughout two 


years throughout the world to servicemen overseas, to various people who 


wrote in from time to time and various customers that we had on our books. 
At that time we had approximately 2,000 customers. 

THE COURT: Do you know if you had listed on your books as a 
customer a person by the name of Mrs. Anne Whiteside ? 

THE WITNESS: No, we did not at that time. 

THE COURT: You did not? 

THE WITNESS: At that time. 

THE COURT: So you don't know how she happened to get this form? 
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THE WITNESS: No, I do not. 

THE COURT: Would it be accurate to say that there were any number 
of ways that anybody could get that form? ! 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they could. | 

THE COURT: Was it printed? Was it signed? 

THE WITNESS: The one we received from Mrs. Whiteside? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: I believe it was. | 

THE COURT: Would it have been proper for you to svectie the di- 
rections, whatever was contained on the form? 

THE WITNESS: One of the questions requested on the form was the 
actual signature of the person. 

THE COURT: And you got it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, we did. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I show you, sir, at this time Government Exhibit 19 for identification. 

What is it? 

THE COURT: Has the witness told us yet when he got this form? 

MR. SMITHSON: No, Your Honor, because I think the exhibit itself 
speaks for itself. 

THE COURT: You got the form? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, the Exhibit 19 that Your Honor: inquired about 
a moment ago. 

THE WITNESS: This is one of our regular customer service forms. 

THE COURT: That is the one that you and I have just been talking 
about ? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Does it indicate a date or any signature on it, sir? A. There is 
’ a typewritten date put in by the person who typed it, dated August 7, 1959. 

Q. Is there a written signature on there, sir, as purporting to be a 
true signature of the customer? A. Yes, there is. | 
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Q. Is that in the name of Anne Whiteside? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. As Treasurer of the Students' Committee Investment Club? 

A. The signature is underlined with the typewritten words, "Treasurer, 
Students' Committee Investment Club, International Students Relations 
Committee." 

Q. Now, let me ask you this, then, particularly about this form: 
There is certain pencil writing on this form and an ink writing of a tele- 
phone number, and certain other ink and pencil writing, other than the name, 
"Anne Whiteside," on it. 

Do you know whose writing that is? A. Those are in my handwriting. 

Q. At the time you received Government Exhibit 19, Mr. Spector, 
was there any handwriting on that exhibit other than Anne Whiteside ? 

A. No, that was the only handwriting that was on the form. 

Q. Did you, sir, add any typewriting onto that exhibit? A. No, all 
my notes were in pencil or in ink. 

Q. All right, sir. I show you at this time Government's Exhibits 
11, 12,13, 14,15, and 16, which have been received in evidence, sir, as 
certain checks. 

I will ask you to look at the endorsements, particularly the second 
endorsement on those checks. 

(The exhibits were handed to the witness.) 

Let me ask you this, sir, have you seen those checks before? 
A. Yes, I have. 

Q. I will ask you whether or not those are the six checks that ac- 
companied Government Exhibit 19, your customer service form, when you 
received it? 

(Brief pause.) 
A. Yes, they are. 

Q. Tell me, sir, at that time did you know a person by the name of 
Tony Pittman? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And who was he? A. He was the head bookkeeper and assistant 
trainer of our firm and the cashier. 
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Q. At that time did you know a person by the name of a. Neil Kelly, Jr.? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you know of your own knowledge whether or not he knew a Mr. 
Pittman? A. Yes, he did. : 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, at this time the Gireranei would like 
to offer Exhibit 19, which is the customer service form with|the signature 
of Anne Whiteside. 

* * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Did there come atime, sir, that you purchased anything in the 
name of Anne Whiteside for this account? A. If I may have the form to 
refer to, I think I can better explain. 

Q. All right. Giving you, then, Government Exhibit 19, did you pur- 
chase anything for this account of Anne Whitewide? A. This service form 

requested that we purchase three stocks, in the amount of 100 shares 


each, with specific prices listed for the three stocks. They were Sterling 
Drug to be bought at 55, Allegheny Corporation to be bought at 10, and Sip 
'n Snac Shops, I think, to be bought at $2. We were able to effect the pur- 
chase of Sip 'n Snac Shops at $2, since that stock was still at public offer- 
ing and that was the offering price. The other two stocks we were not able 


to purchase, and my notations are on here, because the stocks were selling 
at prices slightly higher than the request asked for. 

Q. Now, sir, the date of that request is August 7, I believe you said, 
1959? A. That is the date of the form; we probably received it the next day. 

Q. Now, sir, other than the one stock, did you make any other pur- 
chase under the name of Anne Whiteside? A. No, we did not. 

Q. And, Ill ask you, sir, whether or not you had received any calls 
from anyone or met anyone relative to closing the account of Anne Whiteside? 

THE COURT: Before you answer that, let's see if I have this clear -- 
I think Ido: Those checks accompanied the form that you Jost referred to? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they did. 

THE COURT: And you deposited those checks in your) account? 
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THE WITNESS: No, the firm account. 

THE COURT: And you executed whatever stock -- 

THE WITNESS: Sip 'n Snac Shops. 

THE COURT: -- was purchased? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Leaving a balance in your hands? 

THE WITNESS: That's correct, sir. 

THE COURT: Of how much, would you say? 

THE WITNESS: Approximately, well, this was $7,167 less two 
hundred even, made it $6967. 

THE COURT: And that was a balance to the credit of Anne Whiteside 
on your books ? 

THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

THE COURT: Go on now, from there, Mr. Smithson. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, sir, did you have a message or conversation in any way with 
anyone about closing that account? A. Yes, I had two telephone conversa- 
tions and one conversation in person. 

Q. All right, sir, pursuant to the telephone conversations, did this 
party identify themselves? A. I made -- 

THE COURT: On the phone, you mean? 

MR, SMITHSON: On the phone? 

228 THE WITNESS: I made numerous calls to try to locate either the 
Investment Club or the International Students' Relations Committee. 

THE COURT: The form contains no address, does it? 

THE WITNESS: It contains two addresses. 

THE COURT: What are they? 

THE WITNESS: 130 Rockefeller Plaza, New York. And 1507 M 
Street, Northwest, Washington, D.C. 

THE COURT: . For the International Students Committee? 

THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

THE COURT: All right. Go ahead. 
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THE WITNESS: I made numerous attempts to locate someone on the 
telephone when I could not effect the purchases of the two stocks, because 
the market was slightly higher than their request. I did manage to receive 
an answering service on one of my calls that stated that they could relay 
a message to Mrs. Whiteside, and she would have her call me back. 

THE COURT: Was that at the New York or Washington address? 

THE WITNESS: It wasn't at the Washington aan it was at an 
answering service number. 

THE COURT: But how did you get the number? 

THE WITNESS: In Washington. 

THE COURT: How were you able to contact an answering service ? 

THE WITNESS: I made about 15 telephone calls, Your Honor, to 
various people, including the superintendent of the building at 1507 M Street, 
and I was told that there was an answering service that was taking calls 
for this organization, for the International Students Relations Committee. 

THE COURT: The superintendent of that building told you that? 

THE WITNESS; That's correct. It is an office building. 

THE COURT: 1507 M Street ? 

THE WITNESS: 1507 M Street. 

THE COURT: Is an office building ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it is. 

THE COURT: And through the superintendent you finally got an 
answering service for the International Students Relations Committee? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. That's right. And then I called the 
answering service. They said they could not reach her, but they would 
make effort to reach Mrs. Whiteside -- she would call me back. The fol- 
lowing day I received a call from her, purportedly being from New York, 
and I asked for instructions as to the funds we had and purchase of the two 
additional stocks, and I was told that possibly they had changed their minds, 

they might not buy the stocks now, just hold the money, I would receive 
| « 230 instructions in the near future. I received a second telephone call 
| about a week later, telling me -- : 


THE COURT: Purportedly from Mrs. Whiteside? 

THE WITNESS: Purportedly from Mrs. Whiteside, telling me they 
had decided not to invest at this time but that they were going to have other 
use for the money and they would like to make arrangements to come down 


and get a check for the refund on the account. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, sir, as a result of that , did someone come in and get a re- 
fund on that account? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. Tell me, sir, you had purchased one or two hundred shares of 
Sip 'n Snac? A. One hundred shares. 

Q. What became of that? A. We delivered it to the address on the 
service form. 

Q. To the address on the service form -- 1507 M Street? A. That's 
correct. 

THE COURT: You mean you mailed it? 

THE WITNESS: We mailed it. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Did you ever see it again? A. No, we did not. 

Q. Did you ever close that account by delivery of any money, check 
or cash to anyone? A. We closed the account by issuing a check in the 
amount of $6967, I believe, which was the balance of the account. 

Q. Tell me,'sir, did you meet anyone at that time to whom payment 
was made? A. Yes, a lady came into our office, who identified herself 
as Anne Whiteside, to pick up the check. 

MR. SMITHSON: I will ask you to stand up, please, Mrs. Coan. 

(Mrs. Joanne D. Coan stood.) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Do you see that particular person? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recognize the person? A. She is the person that came 
to our office. 

THE COURT: And said she was Anne Whiteside? 

THE WITNESS: Said she was Anne Whiteside and gave a card. 
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THE COURT: A business card? 
THE WITNESS: A business card. 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. I would like to show you at this time Government Exhibit 20 
for identification. What is it? A. It is a check drawn by Investment 

Bankers of America, brokerage firm in Washington, to the name of 
Anne Whiteside, Treasurer, Students' Committee Investment Club, in the 
amount of $6967, signed by Conrad L. Berman, President of our firm. 

Q. The date of the check? A. August 18, 1959. 

Q. Now, sir, the person, Conrad L. Berman, do you know him? 
A. Yes, he was the other principal officer of our firm. | 

Q. And you recognize the signature on that check, of the maker? 
A. That's correct. That is his signature. : 

Q. I show you back of this check, sir. Did there come a time that 
check was returned to your organization? A. Yes, it was. | 


Q. Had it been negotiated, sir? A. Yes, it had been. 

Q. In the name of Anne Whiteside? A. Signed by Anne Whiteside, 
Treasurer, Students' Investment Club, and there followed other endorse- 
ments. 


Q.. Do you know the name, Deak & Company ? 

THE COURT: Spell it. 

MR. SMITHSON: D-e-a-k, Your Honor. 

THE WITNESS: Only by name and reputation. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Do you know a person by the name of Korenblatt ? A. No, I do not. 

Q. Do you see such an endorsement on this check? A.. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Do you see an endorsement guaranteed by the National Savings 
& Trust Bank? A. The check is so endorsed. ! 

THE COURT: What do you mean by a bank guarantee? I think the 
jury should know what you mean by a bank guarantee. 

THE WITNESS: Fhe previous signature -- 

THE COURT: ‘Which was that of? 
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THE WITNESS: Of Deak & Company, Martin Korenblatt, Assistant 
Manager, that endorsement was guaranteed by National Savings & Trust 
Company, by their Assistant Treasurer. 

THE COURT: Apparently that means that check was deposited to 
whatever -- 

THE WITNESS: No, it would not mean that it was deposited; it means 
that this check now could be cashed at any bank, since it had a bank guarantee 
endorsement. 

THE COURT: The guarantee by the National Savings & Trust -- I 
think some years back it used to be the National Savings -- the guarantee 
of that signature by the National Savings & Trust Company does not neces- 
sarily mean that that bank took it in as a deposit? 

234 THE WITNESS: No, it did not take it in, because on the face of the 
check is the cashier's stamp of the Riggs Bank, which was the issuing bank, 
which would lead you to believe that the check was then presented for pay- 
ment by a teller of that bank. 

MR. SMITHSON: In effect, I believe it is stipulated that it becomes 
the same as an endorsement or a guarantee of all prior endorsements -- 
it is the same as cash to that extent. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. SANDGROUND: May I examine that? 

MR, SMITHSON: Surely. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I have no objection to the customer service form. 

THE COURT: That is already in. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Id like to examine this check, if I may. 

THE COURT: Has that check got a number? 

MR. SMITHSON: It is Government's Exhibit 20, Your Honor. That's 
the last of the two exhibits. 

* * * * cd 

239 MR. SMITHSON: I might say, at the request of the defense, the 
Government is in full accord with the stipulation which would be received 

by you, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, in the nature of evidence. The 
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stipulation would be that the person who had heretofore been referred to 
as H. Neil Kelly, Jr., is in fact a person, that he was in fact a person who 
was in the District of Columbia, that it is a fact that the witness knows 
the person, H. Neil Kelly, Jr., that he was a witness in the trial by the 
Government of the person H. Neil Kelly, Jr., approximately two weeks ago, 
and that the person H. Neil Kelly was so convicted at that time. 

THE COURT: And is now -- | 

MR, SMITHSON: And is presently in custody in the fe That is 
the stipulation. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions. Thank you, Mr. Spector. 

Thereupon, 

DONALD E. WALTER 


* * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
* * * * 


BY MR. SMITHSON: : 
* * * * * 


Q. Your employment, sir, or occupation? A. Iam Special Agent 
with the Federal Bureau of Investigation. : 
Q. How long have you been a special agent with that organization? 


A. Fourteen years. 

Q. Is your assignment to what is known as the Washington Field 
Office of that organization? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Now, I will ask you, sir, if you know a person by the name of 
Cecilia Karikas? A. Yes, Ido. | 

* * * * * 

Q. I will ask you, sir, if you had occasion at any time to speak 
with the defendant relative to certain airline tickets or coupons and certain 
checks of the Pan American Airlines? A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. Do you recall on how many occasions you spoke with this de- 
fendant? A. Three different occasions. | 

Q. Let us go to the first one, sir. Do you recall the first one ? 
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A. Yes, sir; that was on May 20th, 1960. 

Q. At that time, sir, do you recall what your conversation was with 
the defendant relative to these coupons and these checks? A. Yes, I ex- 
plained that I was conducting inquiry into the matter relating to some Pan 
American Airways tickets which had been fraudulently filled out and then 
redeemed, and I was soliciting any information she could give me concern- 
ing employees at Tour Travel, Incorporated, because I knew that she had 
been employed there. 

Q. Let me ask you this, sir: Did you inquire of the defendant whether 
or not, while she was employed by this Tour Travel, she was in the Wash- 
ington office? A. Yes, she said she was. 

Q. Tell me, sir, did you inquire of her whether or not she was 
familiar with the procedure for filling out, shall we say, domestic tickets ? 
A. She said her primary duties was conventions, but she had some know- 
ledge concerning airline tickets. 

Q. Tell me,'sir, did she say whether or not she had knowledge as 
to how airline tickets, foreign or domestic, were prepared? A. Yes, she 
did know. 

Q. Did she make a statement that any foreign airline tickets were 
prepared in the District of Columbia by Tour Travel ? 

* * * * * 

THE WITNESS: She explained to me that Pan American tickets are 
international tickets. She said it was her recollection that no international 
airline tickets were prepared at Tour Travel, Incorporated; that only 

domestic tickets were prepared there. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. All right, sir, and did she say whether or not she had prepared 
any domestic tickets in the District of Columbia while at Tour Travel? 
A. That wasn't discussed. 


Q. Did you at that time show her those tickets? A. No, I did not. 
Q. Did you show her, sir, the checks you had in question? A. No, 
I did not. sr. 
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Q. Well, let me ask you another question, then. 

Did you have any conversation with the defendant at that time relative 
to a person by the name of Tony Pittman? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What was that conversation? A. I simply asked her if she was 
acquainted with that -- or knew anyone by that name who worked at In- 
vestment Bankers of America. She said she did not. 

Q. How about the name, H. Neil Kelly, Jr.? A. She said she did 
know H. Neil Kelly, Jr. 

Q. Did you have any further conversation with the defendant relative 
to those coupons or tickets and the checks at that time? A. il asked her if 

she could furnish any information which might be of assistance to 
me in conducting the investigation. 

Q. What was her response? A. She said she knew nothing about 
the scheme; she knew nothing about the airplane tickets involved. She knew 
nothing about the tickets involved, and she had no knowledge concerning them. 


Q. All right. Did she say anything about any checks at that time ? 
A. She said she had no knowledge concerning the checks. | 
Q. All right, sir. Now, did you talk with her a secondtime? A. Yes, 


I did. 

Q. When was that? A. November 17, 1960. 

THE COURT: Not between May and November? 

THE WITNESS: That's right, Your Honor. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. For the record, Your Honor, I am putting before the witness 
Government's Exhibit 2 through 7, which constitute the tickets, and Ex- 
hibits 11 through 16, which were the checks. | 

Mr. Walter, I would ask you if you would keep your voice up and 
identify Government Exhibit 24 -- what is it? A. Government Exhibit _ 
24 is the specimen from a typewriter which was in the =a of Miss Karikas. 

245 THE COURT: Where? 

THE WITNESS: At 1801 Columbia Road, Northwest, which was where 

I took the specimen from the typewriter in her home on that date. 


140 


THE COURT: November? 

THE WITNESS: November 17, 1960. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, sir, I show you Government Exhibit 25. What is it? A. This 
is a specimen of Miss Karikas' handwriting which I took on the same date, 
November 17, 1960. 

* * * * * 
Q. Let me ask you this, sir: When you went to these premises, 
1801 Columbia Road, in the District of Columbia, was the defendant placed 
under arrest by you at that time? A. No, she was not. 

246 Q. All right. Did you advise her at that time as to whether or not 
she had to speak with you, or furnish you any such items as Government's 
Exhibits 24 and 25? A. I told her she did not have to. I told her further 
she had a right to consult with an attorney, and I told her anything she 
said to me could be used against her in a court of law. 

Q. Tell me, sir, did you promise her anything if she would give you 
anything, if she would give you samples of typewriting or handwriting ? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. Personally, who did the typing? A. I did. 

Q. She did not do the typing? You did? A. That's right. 

Q. Where was the machine when you did the typing? A. It was in 
the living room; she brought it from the back room. 

Q. From the back room? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she make it available to you? A. Yes, she readily made 
it available. 

Q. And you did the typing? A. Yes. 

Q. Was she present when you typed? A. Yes, she was. 

247 Q. Now, the handwriting -- where was it done? A. That was done 
in the living room of her apartment. 

Q. This instrument which is Government Exhibit 24, is that all in 
the handwriting of the defendant , Cecilia Karikas? 

(The exhibit was handed to the witness.) 
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A. It is, except for the writing, "Government Exhibit No. 25, " and the initials 
down in the lower lefthand corner, which show my initials and the initials 
of the agent who accompanied me. 

Q. Do you know a person by the name of George Fletcher? A. Yes, 
I do. 

Q. Do you know him to be a special agent, similar to you in the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Washington Field Office? A. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Are his initials on that document also? A. Yes, they are. 

Q. Were they placed there at the same time yours were? A. Yes, 
they were. 

Q. And yours were placed at the same time his ware? A. Yes. 

* * * * * 

Q. At that time, on the 17th, I believe you said, of November 1960 -- 
A. Yes, sir. . 

Q. Did you have any conversation at that time with the defendant 


relative to hose coupons and checks? A. I exhibited the airplane tickets 
photostat copies of the airplane tickets to her. ! 

THE COURT: What about the checks? 

THE WITNESS: I did not show the checks to her. 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. At the time you exhibited those coupons -- would you look at 
Exhibits 2 through 7, which are there -- | 
(The witness examined the exhibits.) 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 
Q. I will ask you if those are the instruments, the coupons that you 
showed to the defendant? A. I had photostatic copies of these, yes. 
Q. All right, sir, and did you question her concerning | those copies 
of those instruments? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Did she make any statement about that? 
_ Stitt * * * 


THE WITNESS: She said she had no knowledge concerning it. 


BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. Was she queried at any time as to any knowledge of who prepared 
them? A. No, after she said she knew nothing about them, it wasn't pursued 
further. 

Q. All right. Now, what about any checks, did you ask her about any 
checks from Pan American Airways? A. Yes. 

Q. What, if anything, did she say about any checks from Pan American, 
Exhibits 11 through 16? A. She said she had no knowledge concerning them. 

THE COURT: They are the checks now, aren't they ? 

MR. SMITHSON: The checks. 

THE COURT: You had them with you at the same time -- 

THE WIINESS: No, I did not. 

THE COURT: You didn't? 

THE WITNESS: I had photographic copies, but I didn't exhibit them 
to her. 

THE COURT: You had photostatic copies of the checks as well as 
those tickets on November 17 ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Yes. 

THE COURT: But you didn't show her the checks? 

THE WITNESS: That's right, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: What did you ask her about and how did you identify 
the checks to her? 

THE WITNESS: Well, this was a general conversation about the 
entire matter, and I said, had explained previously , that checks had been 
issued as a refund on the tickets. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: And I asked her if she had any knowledge concerning 
either the tickets or if she knew anything about the checks in refund. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: And she said she knew nothing about any of them. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, sir, you only displayed to her, however, the photostatic 
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copies of the instruments in your hand, the coupons? A. That's right. 

Q. Now, at that time, sir, did you question the defendant, have any 
conversation with her relative to whether or not she had any information 
as to who might be involved inthis? A. Yes, I asked her that. 

@. Did she give you any answer? A. She said she had no idea who 
might be involved. | 

* * * * *, 

Q. Let me ask you this, sir, did you see the Se a third time? 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And when was that? A. That was on February 7, 1961. 

Q. And where did that take place? A. It took place in this Court 
House in the office of the Assistant United States Attorney, Frederick G. 
Smithson. : 


* * * * *: 


Q. Did you question this defendant at that time relative to the ex- 


hibits, the coupons or the checks? A. Yes. I showed her photostatic 
copies of the tickets and I showed her photographic copies of the checks. 

Q. All right. And did she make any statement relative to either 
one of them? A. When I exhibited the photostatic copies of the tickets 
to her, she said she had no knowledge concerning them. When I showed 
the photographic checks to her, she said that she didn't care to discuss 
them. | 


* * * 


MARTIN A. KORENBLATT 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 
Q. Mr. Korenblatt, do you know or did you ever know or meet a 
person by the name of Cecilia Karikas? A. Not to my knowledge. 
* * * * * 
Q. Do you know or did you know a person by the name of H. Neil 


Kelly, Jr.? A. Yes,I did. 

Q. How long have you known this individual Kelly? A. I imagine 
about around two years, a year and a half or two years. 

Q. Did you know him, sir, in August of 1959? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, had you ever had any discussions with this person, sir, 
H. Neil Kelly, relative to cashing any checks or instruments ? A. Yes. 


(Government Exhibit No. 26, check of] Deak & Co., 
Inc., dated August 27, 1959, was marked for 
identification.) 


THE COURT: Mr. Korenblatt, have you told us -- I think you pro- 
bably did -- but I missed it or I am not clear about it: What was your 
business in 1959 ? 

THE WITNESS: It was just assistant manager of Deak & Company, 
foreign exchange firm. 

MR. SMITHSON: I hadn't gone into that, Your Honor. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. When you say foreign exchange firm , exactly what did your 
business do? A. We buy and sell foreign currencies, actual physical 
currencies, we make payments in foreign countries also, issue checks 
and drafts in foreign currencies. 

Q. In other words, you will exchange funds? A. Yes, sir. 


* * * * * 


Q. Now, sir, shall we say your business is established or run or 


maintained on a fee which you charge for conversion of one form of 


currency to another form of currency? A. Yes, sir, that is our profit. 

Q. At the time you spoke with this person, H. Neil Kelly, concern- 
ing transfer of funds, do you recall when he first ae to you about such 
transfers? A. You mean what date? 

Q. About the approximate time, the season, the best you can do? 

A. It was, I guess, in the fall of '59, I guess. 
Q. All right. Could it have been as early as the summer of '59? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Can you tell me in the first instance did he come in about certain 
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funds in Cuba? A. Yes, when he first came to the office = interested 

in selling us Cuban funds. 

Q. Did there come a time when he came back to you for the purpose 
of getting a check cashed? A. He didn't want to cash a chek; he came 
in to buy a check in Canadian funds. 

Q. Did he give you a check in payment of those funds ? A. He did. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I think so that there will be no com- 
ment , if I might preface this -- and for the jury -- what I do propose to 
elicit is only in the nature of a transaction upon which this witness acted, 
not in the presence of this defendant, and it is not proposed to show that 
she was present or knew what he, Kelly physically did. : 

THE COURT: That will be understood. You may ask i 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 


Q. Now, what did he say to you regarding this instrument or desire 
for Canadian funds? A. He wanted to buy a check in Canadian funds, and 


I think he brought in another check in payment of that. 

Q. All right, sir. I would like to show you Government Exhibit 20, 
which has been received in evidence as a check of the Investment Bankers 
of America, payable to Anne Whiteside, for the sum of $6 267. 

(Handing the exhibit to the witness.) 

Sir, have you seen that instrument before? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Where did you first see it? A. When Mr. Kelly Broagtt it in in 
payment of a Canadian check. 

* * * * * 

Q. Now, sir, if you will look at the back of that instrument, at the 
time you first received it, what form of endorsement , if any, was on the 
back of that check? A. Just the name, Anne Whiteside. 

Q. Particularly, sir, was the legend, "Treasurer, International 
Committee or Student Committee Investment Club,” on there at that time ? 
A. No. : 
Q. Now, when you received this check from Mr. Kelly for these 
Canadian funds, what did you say to him, or he to you relative to that 
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check? A. You mean in regard to the signature ? 

Q. Either to the signature or -- 

THE COURT: Mr. Korenblatt, you look big enough to talk loud. I 
wish you would try it. I didn't hear a word you just said. 

THE WITNESS: I wanted to know what he was referring to. 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. The entire check? A. I told him that the bank had informed 
me that the endorsement wasn't complete -- had to show that Miss White- 
side was treasurer of the Student Committee Investment Club. 

Q. Now, sir, the bank had so informed you -- had you sent anyone 
with that instrument anywhere? A. Yes. 

Q. Where and whom did you send? A. I sent a messenger to the 
bank to have our signature endorsed. 

Q. To have your signature endorsed? A. Right. 

Q. At whose request did you do that? A. Our own. 

Q. Is that normal practice? A. Right. 

Q. There is an endorsement following the signature, Anne White- 
side, of Deak Company, Martin Korenblatt -- did you write that? A. Yes. 

Q. Tell me, sir, when you first placed Deak & Company, Martin 
Korenblatt thereon, had the endorsement, "Treasurer, Student Committee 
Investment Club,” been added yet? A. Yes. 

Q. And how did that get effected? A. Mr. Kelly took the check back 
and he told us he was going to Miss Whiteside to get the complete endorse- 
ment on it. 

Q. All right. Now, let me ask you this: How long was he gone? 

A. I would say about half an hour. 

Q. Then he came back? A. Yes. 

Q. Was it endorsed as it is now? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that check then guaranteed by endorsement of your company ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And how was that done? A. Well, we brought over to Mr. Ford, 
who is Assistant Treasurer at National Savings & Trust, and he guaranteed 
our signature. 
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Q. In other words, that guarantees, doesn't it, that there is sufficient 
funds in your account that if there is any challenge of payment on that, your 
fund can stand for it? A. I think it guarantees that my endorsement is 


good for Deak & Company on this check. 
* * * * x | 


Q. Now, Mr. Korenblatt, after this endorsement had been completed 
and the guarantee of the signature made by the National Savings & Trust 
Bank, did you give this item, which is Government Exhibit 20, to the person, 
H. Neil Kelly? A. I gave it to him, he went -- : 

THE COURT: I cannot hear you, sir. 

THE WITNESS: Went up to the Riggs National Bank, I think, to cash 
the check. 

THE COURT: You went with him? 

THE WITNESS: No, our messenger. 

THE COURT: Went with him? 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, sir, did there come a time that he brought that back to you? 
* * * * *) 

THE WITNESS: Neil Kelly brought a bank check from Riggs National 
Bank back to us, yes. : 

THE COURT: You mean a cashier's check? 

THE WITNESS: Cashier's check. 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. Actually, sir, the check was your check, was it not ? A. Was 
made out to Deak & Company. 

Q. All right. By Deak & Company. I show you, sir, Government 
Exhibit 26 -- what is this? A. This is our check made ont to cash for 
$6900.95. 

Q. Now, sir, this check made out to cash -- whose signature is on 
there? A. My signature. 

Q. Ill ask you, sir, if that is the check you gave to Kelly? A. I did. 
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Q. This check, Government's Exhibit 20, this is for $6967, while 
this check is for $6900.95, I believe, can you explain the difference ? 

A. The difference is our commission in procuring the check in Canadian 
funds for Mr. Kelly, and also for the cancelation of that order which really 
was a purchase and sale of Canadian funds. 

Q. In other words, sir, he changed his mind after he had first 
authorized the purchase of Canadian money and took the check payable to 
cash, is that right? A. Yes. 

THE COURT: Iam not clear as to what Kelly brought back to you 
after you sent him and your messenger to the Riggs National Bank. 

THE WITNESS: They brought back a check, Riggs' cashier's check 
payable to Deak & Company. 

THE COURT: Whose check? 

THE WITNESS: Riggs Bank. 

THE COURT: He brought that back to you in exchange for that. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Are you certain of that, sir, or is it not a fact that he changed 


his mind and told you he wanted a check payable to cash, which you gave 


him? A. Well, he gave us -- We presented Government Exhibit No. 20 
to Riggs Bank, this is where it was drawn on; we guaranteed our endorse- 
ment, and Riggs Bank gave us a check for the amount of -- I don't know 
the exact amount. 

Q. Would it be for $6967? A. No, it would be for the -- well, it 
would be for $6,967. ie 

268 Q. All right, sir, actually this check was deposited or taken tarough 
the Riggs Bank to your credit, isn't that true? A. That's right. 

Q. And subsequently, as a result of that conversation and change of 
mind by Kelly, you made this check of Deak & Company payable to cash 
for $6900, the $6967, less your commission, is that correct? A. Right. x. 

THE COURT: And what did you do with that check? 

THE WITNESS: We deposited the check we got from Riggs National 
Bank to our. account. 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. The Court is asking you about Exhibit 26. A. This is the check 
we gave to Mr. Kelly, yes, sir. : 
THE COURT: It is payable to cash? 
THE WITNESS: Right. 
THE COURT: And you gave it to Kelly? 
THE WITNESS: Right. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Was that check cashed? In other words, have those funds been 
paid out as shown by the instrument? A. Right. | 
Q. Do you know the person, Lynn May? A. I mow him -- I met 
him in the courtroom. 
* * * * * 
Q. Does the check on its face have a paid stamp on it? A. Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Showing on its face, therefore, that it was paid, your 
check on the Riggs Bank for cash was presumably paid to oe named 
Lynn May, is that right ? 
THE WITNESS: Right. 
MR. SMITHSON: It was actually paid, Your Honor, cashed, through 
Lynn May. We have the witness here. 


* * *x 


LYNN W. MAY 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
* * * * * 


Q. Your employment, sir? A. I am with the Monarch Life Insurance 
Company. | 

Q. Did you, sir, during the month of August 1959, know a person by 
the name of H. Neil Kelly, Jr.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. I will ask you, sir, if you had occasion, during that moat to cash 
an instrument, a check, for him? A. I did. 
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Q. I show you, sir, Government Exhibit 26 for identification, and ask 
you to examine it. 

(The exhibit was handed to the witness.) 

I will ask you if that is the instrument that you cashed for the person 
Kelly? A. It is. | 

Q. Where did you cash it? A. At National Savings & Trust. 

Q. And for how much money? A. $6900.95. 

Q. And when you received the money, what did you do with it? A. I 
gave it to Mr. Kelly. 

Q. Where did you meet him on that day, sir? A. Out in front of the 
National Savings & Trust Bank on New York and 15th Avenue. 

Q. Was that pursuant to any call or any prior arrangement or did 
you just happen to meet him there? A. No, sir, I was in my office on 14th 
Street just around the corner, and he called me and asked me if I could 
cash a check for him. I said that I would. 


Q. Tell me, sir, when he presented that check to you, did you ask 
him to endorse it? A. No, I did not. 
Q. You merely accepted the check and cashed it for him? A. That 


is correct. 

Q. Did he give you any reason why he didn't endorse it and cash it 
himself? A. None, other than he didn't have an account at National Savings 
& Trust. 

Q. When you got that $6900, what did you do with it? A. I think I 
took it outside and gave it to him. 

THE COURT: In cash? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

* * * * 
CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. May, before you came to court had you ever seen or met 
‘the defendant, Cecilia Karikas? A. I have no knowledge of it; I have seen 
her somewhere. Ido not recall meeting her. 
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Q. Can you recall where you have seen her? A. No, I cannot. 

Q. Would it refresh your recollection to know that she worked for 
National Airlines in the Statler Hotel? A. It does not in any way, sir. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions. 

THE COURT: Mr. May, what business were you in at the time of this 
transaction you told us about ? 

THE WITNESS: I am in the insurance business. 

THE COURT: Were you then? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Were you a friend of Kelly's at that time? 

THE WITNESS: Not necessarily a friend, an acquaintance. 

THE COURT: Why did you not require him to endorse the check? 

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that question; I don't know any 
particular reason why I did not. 

THE COURT: Did you note when you looked at it again the endorse- 
ments on the back of that check? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Did you notice the endorsement of Korenblatt ? 

THE WITNESS: Not the endorsement, I didn't notice that. 

MR. SMITHSON: That was a different instrument, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: That is right, it was. That is all. Is that all? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes. 


* * * 


RICHARD E. CASEY 
* * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR, SMITHSON: 


* * * * * 


278 Q. And your employment? A. I am Special saad with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 


Q. How long have you been a special agent with that ha tedianea? 
A. Approximately ten years. 


Q. And what is your present assignment? A. I work as a document 
examiner in the FBI laboratory of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Washington -- here. I perform examinations in all phases of this work, 


including the examination of handwriting, typewriting, handprinting and such 


examinations. 

Q. How long have you held that assignment? A. Approximately eight 
years. 

* * * * * 

Q. Now, Mr. Casey, I would like to show you at this time Government 
Exhibits 2 through 7. 

* * * * * 

MR, SMITHSON: Those are the coupons, refund tickets, I should say, 
that were typewritten, and with the certain signatures typewritten on them. 

THE COURT: All right. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have seen Government's Exhibits 2 through 
7 and have examined them. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. I will show you, sir, Government's Exhibits 11 through 16, which 
have been received in evidence, as checks of Pan American World Airways. 

I will ask you to examine those and state whether or not you have seen 
them and examined them. 

(The witness examined the exhibits.) 
A. These are 11 through 16? 

Q. 11 through 16. A. Yes, I have seen Government Exhibits 11 
through 16, and have examined these documents also. 

Q. All right, sir, I will show you at this time Government Exhibit 

21, which has been received in evidence, as the known handwriting 
of the defendant, Cecilia Karikas, from the witness, Vera Kenny. A. I 
have seen Government's Exhibit 21. 

Q. I will show you, sir, Government Exhibits 22 and 23, which have 
been received in evidence as the known handwriting of the defendant, 
Cecilia Karikas, from the witness Paul. A. I have also seen Government 
Exhibits 22 and 23. 
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Q. All right, sir, I will show you Exhibit 24, which has been received 
in evidence as the typewriting exemplar, taken by Special Agent Donald E. 
Walter of the typewriter in the possession of the defendant at 1801 Columbia 
Road, Northwest. A. I have also seen Government Exhibit 24. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 25, that has been received in 
evidence through Special Agent Donald E. Walter as the known handwriting 
of the defendant, Cecilia Karikas, likewise taken at that sadreae: A. Yes, 
I have also seen Government Exhibit 25. 

Q. Now, sir, having those exhibits before you, I will direct your at- 
tention to the exhibits 2 through 7, and I will further direct your attention 
to the exhibit, I think it is 24, the typewriting exemplar. : 

Do you have that there? A. Yes, I have those exhibits. 

Q. I will ask you, sir, whether or not you had considered those 
tickets, as they are made out, in conjunction with that Exhibit 24, and ar- 
rived at any determination as to the machine used to fill in those tickets? 
A. Yes, I compared the typewriting appearing on the tickets, Government's 
Exhibits 2 through 7, and compared the typewriting thereon with the type- 
writing on Government's Exhibit 24, the known exemplars. 

I found that the typewriting appearing on the tickets, Government's 
Exhibits 2 through 7, were prepared, or those tickets were prepared, on 
the typewriter used to prepare Government Exhibit 24. 

Q. That is all the typing that appears thereon? A. That is correct, sir. 

* * * * ae 


(Government Exhibit No. 27, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 2, was marked 
for identification; 


Government Exhibit Nc . 28, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 3, was marked 
for identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 29, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 4, was marked 
for identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 30, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 5, was marked 
for identification; 
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(Government Exhibit No. 31, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 6, was marked 
for identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 32, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 7, was marked 
for identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 33, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit 19, was marked for 
identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 34, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 24, was marked 
for identification. 


Government Exhibit No. 36, enlarged re- 
production of reverse side of Exhibit 11, 
was marked for identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 37, enlarged re- 
production of reverse side of Exhibit No. 
14, was marked for identification; 


Government Exhibit No. 38, enlarged re- 
production of Exhibit No. 25, was marked 
for identification.) 


* * * * * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, sir, you have told us that you have arrived at a conclusion 
that the typewriting displayed on Government Exhibit 34 is that which did 
the typing -- that same typewriting -- did the typing that is in Government 
Exhibits 27 through 33, that is your conclusion? A. Yes, my conclusion 
is that the typewriting on Government Exhibit 34, or the typewriting on that 
document was prepared on the same typewriter that was used to prepare 
the typewriting on Government's 27 thro -- 
THE COURT: Thirty-four? 
THE WITNESS: Through 33. 
THE COURT: Oh, yes. 
THE WITNESS: The check. 
* * * * * 
293 MR. SMITHSON: I don't believe that I have anything more on that 
aspect. 
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THE COURT: What other aspect is there? 

MR. SMITHSON: We will go to the handwriting. 

THE COURT: Would you prefer to wait until he finishes? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think I might cross examine a little on this 
aspect. 

THE COURT: If it is your desire, I think you can do it. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Casey, when you made these examinations, you used the 
sample which is known as Government Exhibit 34 for points of comparison? 
A. Lused the original document, the original document. : 

Q. The original document. Sir, did you have any other samples of 
typewriting from Miss Karikas' Smith Corona portable typewriter? A. Yes, 
I had one other sample. 

Q. Tell us about that other sample. Did you use that in comparison? 


A. Well, yes, I used it in comparison; yes, it revealed - same typewriter 
defects as the sample which I have here. 


Q. Where is that other sample? A. Well, it was furnished to me. 

It was returned -- I returned it along with other documents to our Washing- 
ton Field Office. as 

Q. Why didn't you bring that here today ? 

MR. SMITHSON: I believe, Your Honor, he cannot very well judge 
what the Government brings in as evidence since Iam responsible for what 
is brought in, the witness is not. | 

MR, SANDGROUND: I will strike the question. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: rs 

Q. Did you make an examination of that other sample that you have 
testified you used in making your analysis? A. I did, sir. 

Q. Now, can you tell us the circumstances under which you obtained 
that typewriting sample? A. That typewriting sample was furnished to 
me, just as this typewriting sample was furnished to me, pon ee 
Office here in Washington, D.C. 

Q. Was it used in this case? A. Was it used inthis case? Well, 
my original identification -- 
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THE COURT: What do you mean? 

MR.SANDGROUND: Was it used to help identify the Government Ex- 
hibit 33 in this case? 

THE COURT: You may answer that. 

THE WITNESS: I had it at my disposal, certainly. It added nothing 
to my identification. 

BY MR, SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Casey, my question was: Did you use it to help you make your 

identification in this case? A. Yes. Yes, sir. Along with this, -- I 
might add one thing: There was sufficient typing on either document to 
warrant an identification as far as I was concerned, in this particular case. 
I could have made the identification from either specimen. 

Q. Isee. Was there any reason you chose to use this one rather than 
the other one? A. Well, I believe this is the one that has been introduced 
at the trial. 


Q. Was there a reason that you chose to use this one rather than the 


other one? A. No, none whatsoever. 
MR, SMITHSON: I must object -- 
THE COURT: Did you choose? 
THE WITNESS: I made no selection. That is up to the other parties. 
BY MR, SANDGROUND: 
Q. When did you originally receive the first typewritten sample which 
you used ? 
MR, SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor; it is beyond the scope of 
the direct examination. 
THE COURT: I don't agree. I think it is proper. 
MR. SMITHSON: If that was the first, yes, I was -- 
THE COURT: The question is proper -- do you know? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I would have to refer to my notes to give you 
the exact date on that. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Would you, please ? 
(Brief pause.) 
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THE WITNESS: According to my records, I received that document 

on September 2, 1960. | 
BY MR.SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now can you tell us the circumstances under which you received 
that document , and from whom you received it? A. It was received from 
our local FBI office here in Washington, D. C., and it was submitted to me 
from our local office. ! 

Q. Was it submitted in reference to this particular case on trial today ? 

(Brief pause.) | 
A. Well, it was submitted, of course, to be compared with documents that 
are introduced, the document which I have testified to, the tickets. That 
was the purpose, I presume, -- that was the purpose -- that was the purpose 
of my examination. I was requested to compare the typewriting appearing 
on this other document with the tickets. 

Q. With the tickets? A. Pan American. 

Q. Pan American, Government Exhibit 33? A. Yes. 

Q. Didn't you use the original typewriting sample to compare it with 
other documents besides Government 33 and the previous ones? AI 
compared it with the typewriting appearing on any document submitted in 
the case. 


Q. Tell me what other documents were submitted to compare ? 
(The witness consulted his papers.) : 
A. The only other document that I can recall bearing on typewriting was 


another customer service form, but I am not sure as to whether it actually 
dealt with this particular case that we are in dispute today. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is the reason for my objection, Your Honor. 
We are going into something wholly removed. I didn't want to clutter up 
the jury's mind with something else. 

THE COURT: It was a proper question. 

MR. SMITHSON: I understand that, Your Honor. 

THE WITNESS: As I recall, of course, this investigation has gone 
on for some time and documents have been submitted at various times, 
but there was another customer service form which was very similar to 
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this. I don't remember the contents or whether it had any bearing on this 
case. I know it was prepared on the same typewriter. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Do you know the name typed on the other customer service form? 
A. No, I don’t have that with me. 


* * * 


(At the Bench:) 

* * * x* * 

MR. SMITHSON: I might say further, Your Honor, that the reason 
why the Government does not believe that the typewriting in this other 
instance is appropriate is because the typewriting was allegedly submitted 
by this defendant, but we have no personal custody of it. That is the reason 
why we used one simple exhibit. That would be all that Mr. Walter would 
testify. 

* * 

(End of Bench Conference.) 

THE COURT: All right. 

Ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Sandground has three people here whose 
testimony will be very brief, and one of them, at least, is from out of the 
city and is supposed to go back today to his home or office. And Mr. Smith- 
son has agreed to interrupt Mr. Casey's testimony long enough to hear 
these three witnesses, and I have agreed to do that, too. So we will have 
three brief witnesses for the defendant. 

* * * 
314 RICHARD E. CASEY 
resumed his place at the blackboard and further testified as follows: 
CROSS EXAMINATION - (Continued) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Casey, before lunch I asked you whether you used another 
typewriting sample in order to make your tests, and you told me you did, 
is that correct? A. That is correct, sir. 

Q. I ask you whether you were able to find out during the luncheon 
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recess any information about that typewriting sample? 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I have the sample. I might say, Your 
Honor, that the sample was not picked up by any agent. It was mailed in, 
and, therefore, that is the reason it wasn't used, but it is pas if 
counsel desires to use it. | 

THE COURT: Show it to Mr. Casey, first, and find out if that is it. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. I show you a sample, unmarked, which has been handed me by 
Mr. Smithson, and ask you whether you recall whether this was the type- 
writing sample that you used in making this test? A. Yes, this is the 
sample I used in conjunction with the other samples. | 

Q. And in reaching your conclusions, was this sample also a part of 
your scientific methods of deductions? A. Yes, it was considered by me 
as a sample of the Smith Corona portable typewriter basting this serial 
number. 

Q. Yes. Now, wasn't another document used in this connection in 
making a test about the typewriter, a further document than that piece of 
paper? A. You mean were other documents submitted to ne in the labor- 


atory for comparison purposes ? 
Q. Yes, sir. A. Yes, sir; other documents were submitted. 


Q. Tell us about that document. 

MR. SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor. May we come to the bench? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, the Government objected on the pre- 
vious occasion when the defendant was allowed to go into the question with 
the witness, Mrs. Coan, as to whether or not she used the name of Pedersen. 
Your Honor permitted it, and I really can't object to that. Now, the witness 
has been put on with regard to the identity of the typewriting on certain 
documents. It has been limited strictly to the exhibits 27 through 34. The 
objects which counsel apparently wants are certain checks which were 
originally charges against the witness, Mrs. Coan, but the charges were 
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dropped. They were not submitted, and are not part of the investigation 

of this case. It was something unrelated; it was done in conjunction with 
the Metropolitan Police Department and not in this case. Apparently, 
counsel desires to do indirectly what he can't do directly in the other issue 
on Mrs. Coan. 

THE COURT: Let's find out what your purpose is here. Let me say 
this at the outset: This document that Mr. Casey had in his hand, he says 
is one document that he considered and examined in connection with the 
other. All we know about where that came from is that Mr. Smithson says 

it was mailed. We don't know by whom. Apparently it was typed on 
the same typewriter. Now you have asked this witness, going beyond that 
other document , without identifying them, without telling us, or him, where 
they came from, how he got possession of them, if he got possession of 
them through the field office, -- where did they get them. 

MR. SANDGROUND: May I make a proffer to the Court? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: The proffer is -- the proper way of saying it, 
Your Honor, -- that if allowed to continue, I would ask this witness whether ; 
Sergeant Bonaccorsy of the Metropolitan Police and the agent of the FBI, 
Wood, gave to him a further document, a pay check -- 

MR. SMITHSON: Your voice is carrying. 

MR. SANDGROUND: A check which was typed on the same typewriter. 

THE COURT: How do you know that? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Well, I am going to ask him whether he ex- 
amined that check as part of his identity of the typewriter, and that he 
determined that that check was also typed on the same typewriter as the 
Government exhibits and that this was a part of his investigation and part 
of his research in determining that this was all the same typewriter. I 
propose to ask him if this document that Mr. Smithson just handed me is 

318 a document which he used as part of his scientific investigation. I 
think it is relevant. ce 


THE COURT: Where does it lead us to? 
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MR. SANDGROUND: I believe it leads me to show the jury all of 
the documents -- | 

MR. SMITHSON: No, Your Honor; it doesn't. I object. 

THE COURT: Maybe now you are trying to do indirectly what you 
couldn't do directly, namely, the wedding certificate, and SO on that she's 
already testified about. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: What are the other documents ? Name one now. 

MR. SANDGROUND: The other document , I believe that was part -- 
I think would be very material to this case. 

THE COURT: What? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Is a check typed on Miss Karikas' typewriter 
which was picked up when it was bounced from the Riggs Bank, Dupont 
Branch, after being typed on Miss Karikas' typewriter by the co-defendant, 
under the name of Mrs. Pedersen. I may be entitled to get this in if the 
FBI man used this document as part of his investigation. | 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, that does not relate in any way -- Your 
Honor will recall, as I told you, there were certain charges against the co- 
defendant which were -- | 

THE COURT: I know that. 

MR. SMITHSON: -- which were nol-prossed, because restitution 
was made of those items. They are not part of this particular scheme. 
There is such a check, but that check in no way relates to the documents 
involved in these transactions, the six tickets nor the six checks. 

MR, SANDGROUND: But it relates to the typewriter, and it relates 
to the FBI testimony as to his investigation in determining ie 

MR. SMITHSON: It was another agent, another agent ; and not in any 
way connected with this particular case. I will concede that the typewriter 
on that check is the same, but that still is not admissible and not material 
to this case. 

THE COURT: I don't see how it is, either. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: I submit that it is, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Tell me why it is. | 
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MR. SANDGROUND: I believe because it shows that Mrs. Coan, 
on Miss Karikas' typewriter, typed another check which was used by this 
FBI agent in making his final test, and that this check was identified as 
coming from Mrs. Coan, not from Miss Karikas. Now, I think the impli- 
cation, what the Government is trying to do in this case against Miss 
Karikas, is to say by circumstantial evidence that since the tickets were 
typed on Miss Karikas' typewriter and since the application for the se- 
curity account with Investment Bankers were typed on Miss Karikas' 

typewriter, it follows logically that Miss Karikas must have done 
it. Now, if they have another document typed on Miss Karikas' type- 
writer, from Mrs. Coan, whether it is a check, if it is a bad check-- 

THE COURT: Did you ask her? Obviously you want to get it in, 
you are not concerned about the same typewriter-- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Certainly, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You want to get it in for a more important purpose? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Surely. 

THE COURT: Do you propose to call Agent Wood as a witness, or 
whatever his name is? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Once I get the check, then I will recall Mrs. 
Coan. 

THE COURT: Have you got the check? Who's got the check? 

MR. SMITHSON: I have it. 

THE COURT: You have it? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: I think he may be entitled to have it. 

MR. SMITHSON: I can't see that under any stretch of the imagi- 
nation. 

THE COURT: I can, and I don't think you need to have much 
imagination. 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't see how--you are permitted to do it for. 

321 the purpose, and it must be obvious, of impeachment of the witness, 
but the witness was not charged with any-- 

THE COURT: Doesn't make any difference. Suppose he calls her 
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back and says, "Did you type this?" 

MR. SMITHSON: She has already stated that she signed a check in 
the name of Mrs. Pedersen. 

SANDGROUND: She didn't say she typed it on the typewriter. 
SMITHSON: She wasn't asked that. 
SANDGROUND: I didn't ask-- 

SMITHSON: You could have asked her did she ie any checks. 

THE COURT: I am going to permit that. I don't need any imagi- 
nation--I think it is clearly proper. 3 

MR. SANDGROUND: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You may ask him, be specific. 

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE. ) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Casey, as a handwriting expert for the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, did there come a time when you examined a check which 
you used to determine whether it was typed on the Smith Corona portable 
belonging to Miss Karikas? A. Yes. Yes. 

Q. Do you have that check with you, sir? 

SMITHSON: I have it, Your Honor. 
SANDGROUND: May I have that check? 
SMITHSON: Your Honor has ruled? 

THE COURT: Yes, I have ruled. 

(Mr. Smithson handed the check to Mr. Sandground. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Will the Clerk please mark this check as De- 
fendant's Exhibit No. 6. | 

Mr. Smithson, do you have any other checks there that were used 
in that time? I'd like to have them produced. 

THE COURT: Used in what respect--by Mr. casey? 

MR. SANDGROUND: By Mr. Casey. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, I have two others. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Thank you. 

(Mr. Smithson handed the checks to Mr. Seiniiground: ) 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Defendant's Exhibit No. 6 marked for 


identification. 

Defendant's Exhibit No. 7 marked for identification. 

Defendant's Exhibit No. 8 marked for identification. 

(Defendant's Exhibit No. 6, a 
check of Marguerite L. Pedersen, 
dated 7-29-59, was marked for 
identification; 

Defendant's Exhibit No. 7, check 
of E. Gunther dated 7-24-59, was 
marked for identification; 
Defendant's Exhibit No. 8, check 
of E. Gunther dated 7-24-59, was 
marked for identification. ) 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Casey, I show you Defendant's Exhibits Nos. 6, 7 and 8, 
marked for purposes of identification only, and ask you to examine those 
and tell us whether you performed a test or experiment to determine 
whether these three documents were typed on the Smith Corona typewriter 
of Miss Cecilia Karikas? A. I made such an examination. 

Q. Now, sir, what were the results of that examination? A. It was 
my conclusion that the typewriting appearing on the check marked for 
identification as Defense Exhibit 6 was prepared on the Smith Corona 
typewriter. This has not been marked for identification--the same 
Smith Corona typewriter was used to prepare the Government's Exhibit 
20--Government's Exhibits 27 through 33--and Government's Exhibit 34. 
It was also my conclusion that the typewriting on the checks marked for 
identification as Defense Exhibits 7 and 8 was not prepared on this type- 
writer. 

Q. Wasnot? <A. Was not. 

Q. And you used the same test of matching up broken keys and 
darker and lighter symbols on the type? A. The same examination, yes, 
sir. 

Q. And this is your conclusion as an expert as to Defendant's No. 6 


marked for identification? A. That is my conclusion, yes, sir. 
* * % * 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION - (Continued) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Now, sir, can you speak as an agent, in your ‘natntier 0H are 
a special agent, is that correct? A. That is correct, sir. 
Q. Tell me, sir, do you know of any requirement or is it the prac- 


tice of your particular agency, sir, that if a specimen is taken by an FBI 
agent they mark it, or identify it in some fashion? A. Al of our special 
agents are so trained to identify or mark for identification any document 


which is obtained during the course of investigation. | 
MR. SANDGROUND: I object to that and move that it be stricken 
from the record as to what all agents do and are so trained. 
THE COURT: I was going to go a little beyond that. I won't strike 
that. I think that is proper and material. 
326 Is it a requirement, in the normal course of conduct coy an agent 


for him to do so? 

THE WITNESS: Well, yes, Your Honor; as a matter of fact, we 
must so be able to identify any item of evidence which may become in 
issue at trial. 

MR, SMITHSON: May I have this marked. 

THE COURT: All we know about this is that it has been called 
"this." I haven't the faintest idea what it is. | 

MR. SMITHSON: That is the reason J want it marked. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Government Exhibit No. 35 marked for 
identification. 


(Government's Exhibit No. 35, a 
document showing specimen of 
type from a typewriter, was 
marked for pie crear 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, sir, showing you Government Exhibit 35, do you see, sir, 
any mark of identification of any agent or any date or anything on that 
instrument? A. There is. 

THE COURT: You call it an instrument--are you using that word 
carefully? 
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BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. A piece of paper with certain typewriting on it? A. Isee no 


date. There is some marking on the reverse side of this piece of paper 


in pencil, what it is I do not know. 
* * * * * 

Q. Let me ask you this, sir: What is that Exhibit 35? A. Exhibit 
35 appears to be'a white piece of bond paper bearing a sample of a type- 
writer. 

Q. And does the sample of that typewriting, sir, compare with 
Government Exhibit 34 and Exhibits 27 through 33? A. How does it 
compare ? 

Q. Does it compare? A. Yes, it does compare. It is the same. 

THE COURT: Have you examined the paper in your hand? 

THE WITNESS: I have examined it. 

THE COURT: And made a comparison? 

THE WITNESS: Made a comparison, yes, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government offers Exhibit No. 35, Your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: You've got no background--Mr. Casey says, of 
course, it was made on that typewriter. 

i * * * * 

THE COURT: Should we not know where that thing came from? 

We know where the other came from. 

MR. SMITHSON: That was the basis of my objection earlier when 
an examination was made on this, but since he has gone into it I have no 
objection to it, Iam not hiding anything. I offer it in evidence. 

THE COURT: I will not receive it in evidence. Ik is not identified. 
I could have walked in and typed that thing. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct. That's correct. 

THE COURT: It is meaningless, except that whatever it is, he is 
of the opinion it was written on the same typewriter. For all I know, it © 
may have been written on the Gpesrien! in 1906, except the defendant is 
2 little younger than that. 
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MR. SMITHSON: I agree, Your Honor, but it is there. 
THE COURT: I reject the offer. | 
MR. SMITHSON: All right, Your Honor. 
* * * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. **** Now, sir, I show you Government's Exhibits 11 through 
16, which have previously been shown to you as certain Pan American 
checks, each in the sum of $1194, in certain names. Do you see them 
there, sir? A. Yes, Ido. 
Q. Have you seen those before? A. Ihave. 


Q. And you can so identify them? A. Ican identify them, yes. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit No. 21 which has been received 
in evidence, as a note. written to the defendant by the defendant--pardon 
me--to a person by the name of Vera Kenny. Have you seen that be- 
fore? A. Ihave seen that before. | 

Q. Showing you Government Exhibit 22, which is certain writing 


taken from the National Air Lines personnel records of the defendant, 
Cecilia Karikas, and in her handwriting, have you seen that? A. I have, 
sir. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 23 for identification--no, this 
is in evidence--which bears certain handwritings numerals and the sig- 
nature of the defendant. Likewise from those personnel records. Have 
you seen that? A, I have seen this also. 

Q. I show you Government Exhibit 25, which is the on of the 
defendant taken by Special Agent Donald E. Walter and George Fletcher. 
Have you seen this? A. I have. | 

330 THE COURT: I call your attention to the fact that you already had 
asked this witness about those. 

MR. SMITHSON: I wasn't certain that I had. 

THE COURT: No harm has been done, but keep that in mind. 

MR. SMITHSON: I have no desire to protract the trial. 

THE COURT: Very well. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Iask you if you had occasion to compare the known handwriting 
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examples there, 21, 22, 23 and 25 with any of the signatures on the 

back of the exhibits 11 through 16, the checks of Pan American Airways? 
A. Yes, I compared the known exemplars with all of the signatures ap- 
pearing on the reverse side of these Pan American checks. 


Q. Asa result, sir, of that comparison of the known handwriting 
of the defendant, Cecilia Karikas, on those checks, were you able to 
arrive at any conclusion that the defendant wrote any of those endorse- 
ments on the back of the checks? A. Yes, I did arrive at a conclusion. 

Q. And on which ones did she write the endorsements? A. It 
is my conclusion that the person who prepared the known exemplars 
wrote the Donald Lee endorsement appearing on the Pan American check, 
bearing No. 469046. I am not sure which Government exhibit it is. 

They are rather tangled up here. And I also arrived at the conclusion 
that the Hiriam Schonenberg endorsement appearing on Pan American 
check bearing No. 469045, was also written by the writer of the known 
exemplars, Government Exhibits 25, 23, 22 and 21. 

Q. Now, sir, I will ask you if you prepared any, shall we say, 
material to illustrate on what you base your conclusion? A. Ihave. I 
have prepared photographic enlargements. 

Q. Have you used, sir, the instruments or documents, Govern- 
ment Exhibits 21, 22, 23 and 25? A. I did, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: Will you step down again, sir, please. 

MR. SANDGROUND: May we approach the bench, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(AT THE BENCBH:) 

MR. SANDGROUND: On this, Your Honor, this is what we dis- 
cussed yesterday. If this is a blow-up of that note, with the language 
which Your Honor said should not be shown to the jury, I would object to 
that being placed on the board. 

THE COURT: Is he intending to use that? 

MR. SMITHSON: I would use it. I don't believe there is anything 
in there--that there is anything incriminatory of-- 

THE COURT: Has he got the whole note? 
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MR. SMITHSON: The whole note is blown up. 
THE COURT: No, I am not going to let the jury see that, either, 
in specimen form or in any other way. Iam a little fearful about the 


contents of that note, and you don't need it. You are not forced to that 


position because he’s got another even longer letter. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct. I can go ahead. I think it is 
material; that is the reason I made the offer. | 

THE COURT: I don't agree. Iam afraid of its contents. It may 
be harmful. : 

MR. SMITHSON: If that is Your Honor's ruling-- | 

THE COURT: That is my ruling. | 

* * 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Let me ask you, sir, with regard to the exhibit, I think it is 21, 
do you see that, the note? A. Yes, I have Exhibit 21. © 

Q. Tell me, sir, did you consider that note, that is the hand- 
writing on that note, in making your determination as to whether or not 
the defendant wrote the endorsement on the Lee and Schonenberg chécks? 
A. It was considered along with the balance of the writing that I have. 

Q. All right, sir, and you have other items that do support your 
conclusion, is that correct? A. That is correct, sir. 

Q. And tell me, sir, does the Exhibit 21, in any bigs tend to dis- 
prove your conclusion? A Not atall. 

THE COURT: The note? 

MR. SMITHSON: Exhibit 21 is the note from Jakarta. Then, sir, 
for the purpose of this illustration, because of Your Honor's ruling, we 
will put this back here, until Your Honor has ruled. | 

* * * ag 
BY MR. SMITHSON: | 

Q. Would you take this pointer, Mr. Casey, would you state, sir, 
an item up there that has been marked for identification as Government 
Exhibit No. 36--do you see that? A. Yes, the item marked for identi- 


fication Government Exhibit No. 36 is approximately a five-time 
| 
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enlargement of a portion of the reverse side of Government Exhibit 11. 

Q. Eleven. And I will show you, sir, Government Exhibit 14, 
which is a check payable to Donald Lee. 

Would you look, sir, at the exhibit marked for identification 
Government Exhibit 37. A. Government Exhibit marked for identifi- 
cation No. 37 is approximately a five-time enlargement of a portion of 
the endorsement side or reverse side of the check marked as Govern-- 
ment Exhibit No. 14. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, would you also, sir, look at Government 
Exhibit 25, which has been received as the handwriting of the defendant. 

Would you compare that, sir, with an object marked for identi- 
fication Government Exhibit No. 38? A. Government Exhibit No. 38 
marked for identification is also approximately a five-time enlargement 
of Government Exhibit 25. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, Government Exhibit 38 is an en- 
largement of Government Exhibit 25 which is the known handwriting as 

taken by Special Agent Walter. 

* * * * 

Q. Now, let me ask you this, sir, have you arrived at a conclusion 
of the identity of the writer of those endorsements on Exhibits 36 and 37 
based on Government Exhibit 38, and also Government Exhibit 21, which 
you also saw? A. Yes, it is my opinion that the individual who wrote 
the handwriting on Government Exhibit No. 38 and on 21, which I 
originally saw, is the individual who prepared the Hiriam Schonenberg 
endorsement on Government Exhibit marked for identification No. 36, 
and Donald Lee endorsement on Exhibit marked 37. 

Q. Now, sir, I notice on Exhibit 36 for identification 2 number of 
red arrows and a number also on 37. The purpose of those is what? 

A. The purpose of red arrows are purely for demonstration, to assist 
in demonstrating to the Court some of the characteristics and hand- 
writing peculiarities which I found which led me to the conclusion I have 
previously stated. 

Q. Would you, therefore, compare those exhibits.36 and 37 with 
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the known handwriting, 38, and show how your opinion was arrived at? 

A. Yes, sir. **** 
* x * * 

337 MR. SANDGROUND: We will concede that the identification is 
proper. : 


* * * * 
340 MR. SMITHSON: That's all I have of the witness. I would offer, 
Your Honor, Government Exhibits 36, 37 and 38. 
MR. SANDGROUND: No objection. 
THE COURT: They may be received. 


(Government's Exhibits Nos. 36, 
37, and 38, previously de- 
scribed, were received in evi- 
dence.) 


* *x 


JOANNE D. COAN 
called as a witness in behalf of the defendant, having been previously 


sworn, resumed the witness stand and further testified as follows: 
THE COURT: You have been sworn already, Mrs. ‘Coan. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: | 
Q. Mrs. Coan, you were sworn already. I show you a document, 
Defendant's Exhibit No. 6 for identification, and ask you whether you 
have ever seen that before ?--It is a check--whether you a identify it? 
A. Yes, sir; I can. 
Q. Whatisit? A Itis a check drawn on oe National Bank. 
Q. Did you type that check on Miss Karikas' typewriter? A.I 
really don't know what typewriter was used. | 
Q. You don't recall whether you typed that check on Miss Karikas' 
typewriter? A. I don't recall, no, sir. 
Q. Did you hear the testimony of the FBI agent? 
MR. SMITHSON: Objection. You can’t compare testimony; 
a question of what she’s testifying to as to recollection. | 
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THE COURT: Not necessarily. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I think, Your Honor, since this is a hostile 


witness-- 

THE COURT: That doesn't make any difference. You heard the 
FBI agent, Casey, testify, did you not? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: He testified that that check you have in your hand, 
which has been marked as the Defendant's Exhibit for identification No. 6, 
was written on Miss Karikas' typewriter. Having heard that--if you 
didn't hear it, I will tell you that that is what he did say--does that tend 
to refresh your recollection? Would you accept that? 

THE WITNESS: I accept that. I accept that. 

THE COURT: But it doesn’t bring back to your mind the fact that 
you did do that on that typewriter? 

THE WITNESS: It is very possible that I did, and I will accept that 
as being correct. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you have free access to Miss Karikas' typewriter? A. Only 
when I was in her house. 

Q. While you were in her house did you have access to it? A. Yes, 
I did. 

Q. There is a signature on that check--what are the words? 

A. Marguerite L. Pedersen. 
Did you sign that check? A. Yes, I did. 
Did Miss Karikas force youtosign that check? A. No, she 


Did you negotiate that check? A. Yes, I did. 

Where? A. At Riggs National Bank where it was drawn. 
Did you type on that check the words, "Furniture Mayers"? 

I believe I did. 

I show you Defendant's Exhibits 7 and 8 for identification, two 
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THE COURT: Have you seen these? 

MR. SMITHSON: I know what they are, Your Honor, 

THE COURT: Come to the bench. 

(AT THE BENCH:) 

THE COURT: Let me see 7 and 8. 

(The exhibits were handed to the Court.) 

THE COURT: I want to know what they are. Oh, yes. Seven is 
from E. Gunther, onthe Riggs National Bank, to A. C. Brunell, 
$289.70; and 8, E. Gunther, on the Riggs Bank, to Elwood Gunther, 
$398. 24. | 

Mr. Casey testified that these two checks were not written on 
Miss Karikas' typewriter, did he not? | 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct, Your Honor. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: What did he have to say about the signature, "E. 
Gunther"? | 


MR. SMITHSON: He could make no identification. _ 

MR. SANDGROUND: No identification. 

THE COURT: What is it you want to ask? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I am going to ask whether she! signed them, 
and whether or not she used the typewriter at National Air Lines to type 
them. 


MR. SMITHSON: Objection. 

MR. SANDGROUND: My evidence will show that she had access 
to a typewriter belonging to my client, at her desk at National Air Lines. 
My information is that these checks were both signed by this girl, who 
was an expert at disguising her handwriting. Ihave a right to ask about 
that. If she says "No," I'll be bound by it. | 

THE COURT: Of course, you are bound by it. My bees is 
whether I should let her answer it at all. Your purpose is to show that 
she typed other checks without Miss Karikas' aid or assistance or di- 
rection? | 

MR. SANDGROUND: Certainly, Your Honor; yes. 
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MR. SMITHSON: May I submit, Your Honor: One, there is no 
identification that those two checks were typed on that machine or any 
other machine. Even if it was some other machine, it is not material 
to this particular charge, nor is there testimony that this particular 
Brunell--or whatever the name--or Gunther was in any way connected 
with these transactions or with the defendant. I do not believe that it 
is material and relevant, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Its only materiality is its possible tendency to im- 
peach her earlier testimony. She has testified that she typed some of 
these checks. I am not going into it. What she said she did--typing 
the checks and signing the endorsements--she said was at the direction 
of this defendant. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: Everything she did that was wrong in connection 
with this case, she said was done at the direction of the defendant. He 
wants to show that she did other things than using the typewriter--showing 
she was attempting to defraud from time to time without the direction of 

Miss Karikas being imposed on her. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct. That was done with these six. 
Now, insofar as this is concerned, the only reason for the circum- 
stantial evidence on the typewriter of Miss Karikas is to show the con- 
nection between the tickets, and the fact that she ultimately signed an 
endorsement. Now, that typewriter was used on all six of these. 

THE COURT: But she says she used that typewriter at the direc- 
tion of the defendant. 

MR. SMITHSON: There is no question about that. 

THE COURT: He wants to show now that she used a different type- 
writer with respect to Exhibits 7 and 8. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes. 

THE COURT: Miss Karikas wouldn't have anything to do with that. 
It would show that she went off, pure and simple, on an errand of her 
own, without being directed to do so by anybody, with the purpose to de- 
fraud. 
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MR. SMITHSON: There you come to the real hump--I will show that 
there wasn't. If he wants to reopen it, it's all right with me. 

THE COURT: Iam not concerned with what he opens; I am con- 
cerned with his right to open. ! 

MR. SMITHSON: This seems to go far beyond the issue. 

THE COURT: It goes to only one issue, and that is that she didn't 

operate, using a typewriter and forging checks, mel, iat the direc- 
tion of the defendant. 

MR. SMITHSON: The Government would concede that. It would be 
ridiculous to say that she did nothing except at the direction of the de- 
fendant Karikas. | 

THE COURT: It doesn't follow. He wants to show that she has been 
engaged in crime, or semi-crime, without Miss Karikas' participation, 
and certainly not under her direction. 

MR. SMITHSON: Of course, the criminality aspect of it, I have 
urged. I believe it would be material as to the use of the name, Pedersen, 
whether she had used any other name. Therefore, I don't see how I can 
reargue to you the use of any other name. 

THE COURT: I will let you ask her. You are Sle her answer. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I am bound by her answer. I may get clob- 
bered. 

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE. ) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Miss Coan, I show you Defendant's Exhibits 7 and 8, and ask 

you whether you can identify these checks? 
(The witness examined the checks. ) 
A. Yes, Ican. 

Q. Did you type those? A. Yes, I believe I did. 

Q. What typewriter did you use to type those checks? A. It was 
either one, Iam not sure, it was Miss Karikas' typewriter or one that 
was at National Air Lines. 

Q. Did Mise Karns direct yout type those check? A. No, 
she did not. 
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Q. To your knowledge, did she know anything about these two 
checks? A. I don't really know. 

Q. Iask you to examine the handwriting on these two checks, 
the signature, "E. Gunther," did you sign those? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did Miss Karikas tell you to. sign the name, "E. Gunther"? 
A. No, she did not. 

Q. And did you attempt to disguise your handwriting when you 


signed the name, "E. Gunther"? A. That is correct. 

Q. Why did you do this? A. The tickets or the checks were made 
out on the machine, and as far as to be negotiated, they were never 
negotiated, nor had they been intended to be negotiated. 

Q. Why did you prepare them? A. I did them as a sample for 


myself. 

THE COURT: As what? 

THE WITNESS: A sample for myself. 

THE COURT: A sample to prove what? 

THE WITNESS: Of an endorsement, but I had never cashed these 
checks nor had attempted to. 

THE COURT: Why did you do it at all? What purpose did it serve 
to draw that check and sign it? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

THE COURT: You don't know why you did it? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Miss Karikas didn't tell you to? A No, she did not. 

Q. Did you ever use the name, "E. Gunther," on anything else? 
A. On anything else? Not to my knowledge, I didn't. 

Q. Did you ever go by the name, "E. Gunther"? A. Never. 

Q. Did you negotiate the Pedersen check after you signed it? 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Where was that negotiated? A. Riggs National Bank. 

Q. Did Miss Karikas tell you to negotiate it? A. No, she did 
not. 
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MR. SANDGROUND: I offer these three checks, Defendant's Ex- 
hibits, in evidence. 
THE COURT: They may be received. 
(Defendant's pxnibtts Nos. 6, 
7 and 8, previously described, 
were received in evidence. ) 
MR. SANDGROUND: I have no. further questions of this witness 
at this time. I may want to use her later. : 
THE COURT: What do you mean? i 
MR. SANDGROUND: I would like to have her available should there 
be other circumstances--there may be one other circumstance, Your 
Honor, --I don't think there will be but I would like to have her available, 
on call. | 
CROSS-EXAMINATION | 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. Tell me, those particular checks, particularly that Pedersen 


check, you said you didn't negotiate 7 and 8, is that right ? A. Was 7 
and 8 the Gunther-- 


THE COURT: The Gunther checks. 
THE WITNESS: No, sir; I did not negotiate those checks. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. This check which is 6, has a mark up here, “Furniture 
Mayers," does that mean anything to you? A. Yes, sir; I believe that 
marking was put up there merely as a reference when the checks would 
clear, and should I be questioned what it was, I would be able to show, 

354 you know, what the whole situation was. 

Q. Tell me, ma'am, did you ever draw any checks or sign Mr. ° 
Pedersen's name to any checks or Mrs. Pedersen's? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Inorder to pay bills of the Tour Travel? A. = sir; quite 
frequently. 

Q. And actually was an attempt made by you to locate Mr. and 
Mrs. Pedersen during July of 1959, isn’t that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know where they were? A. Yes, sir; I do know where 
they were. | 
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Q. Do you know as a fact there was no telephone where they were? 
A. Yes, sir; I know that to be a fact. 

Q. Do you know as a fact that they were once contacted.and 
brought into the District--there was no prosecution on this? A. There 


was no prosecution, nor were any charges pressed. 
MR. SMITHSON: That's all. 
THE COURT: That is all. 
* * 
364 VERA KENNY 
called as a witness in behalf of the defendant, having been previously 
sworn, resumed the witness stand and further testified as follows: 

MR. SANDGROUND: This witness has already been sworn, Your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. You are Vera Kenny? A. Yes. 

Q. You are a ticket agent at National Air Lines? A. Yes. 

365 Q. Are you familiar with the manner in which you make out 
domestic airline tickets? A. Iam. 

Q. And international tickets? A. Iam. 

Q. Could you tell me whatithe difference is between the way you 
make out international tickets and domestic tickets? A. Well, the pro- 
cedure is practically the same. We have different tariffs. We have one 
tariff for domestic tickets, and we have one tariff for international 
tickets. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. You work for National Air Lines? A. Yes. 

Q. And you worked with or were the supervisor of the defendant, 
is that correct. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, tell me, do you know Mr. Baker and Mr. Hardy? 


MR. SANDGROUND: I object, Your Honor, this is beyond the scope 
of my examination. 

MR. SMITHSON: They put it in issue. 

THE COURT: Yes, they did. Miss Kenny is one of the people that 
Mr. Baker specifically mentioned, I think. 

MR. SMITHSON: I asked her if she knew them. 

THE COURT: Or that Mr. Hardy testified about specifically. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection. I just think it's # pevoud the 
scope of the direct examination. 

THE COURT: Itis; I agree with that. I will let him ask her, 
anyhow. 


BY MR. SMITHSON: | 
Q. Do you know Mr. Hardy and Mr. Baker, Miss Kenny? A. I 


do. 

Q. Tell me, did they ever discuss with you the reputation of the 
defendant, Cecilia Karikas, for truth and veracity? A. Well, I recall 
one or both, I don't remember. specifically, asking me how she was 
getting along in the work. 

Q. Truth and veracity--not how she did her work, competent or 
otherwise--truth and veracity? A. I don't recall exactly, not just what 
it was about, but I remember there-- | 

Q. Tell me, Miss Kenny, you do know Special Agent Donald E. 
Walter, is that correct? A. Ihave met him, yes. 2 

Q. Do you recall meeting him about the 6th of December, 1960, 
when he talked with you about the defendant, Cecilia Karikas? A. Yes. 

Q. And at that time were you not asked by him as to the reputation 
of the defendant, and the manner in which the defendant was considered 
by the firm of National Air Lines, and did you not reply that the firm was 
not completely satisfied with her services? A. I don't remember making 
the statement that the firm was not completely satisfied. — 

Q. Would you deny that that statement was made, ma'am? A. I 
don't recall- making the statement. : 

Q.- Would you = that statement? A. I believe I would. 
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Q. You would. Well, let me ask you then, ma'am, do you know 
of occasions when the defendant associated with a person by the name of 
H. Neil Kelly? A. I have met Neil Kelly. 

THE COURT: Well, I don't know-- 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. You met Neil Kelly with the defendant Karikas, isn't that true? 
A. He was in the office. 

Q. And in fact, you know as a fact, Miss Kenny, that the person 
Kelly gave to the defendant a number of worthless checks for transporta- 
tion, isn't that true? A. I do know he gave a check, yes. 

THE COURT: Isn't that true--to her, Cecilia Karikas? 

THE WITNESS: No, National Air Lines. 

THE COURT: Who did he hand them to--her? 

THE WITNESS: Because he was a passenger; yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Was his transaction with Miss Karikas, that is my 
question, or was it with you? 

THE WITNESS: It wasn't with either one personally, sir, it was 
with National Air Lines, he was a passenger. 

THE COURT: Did he mail in the checks? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir; he came in and purchased a ticket. 

THE COURT: From whom? 

THE WITNESS: And he paid for his ticket by check. 

THE COURT: Whom did he purchase the ticket from--Miss Karikas? 

THE WITNESS: I believe it was she. 

THE COURT: Did you meet him through Miss Karikas ? 

THE WITNESS: In the office, yes. 

THE COURT: That is what we mean. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. One further question: What happened after that check--was any 
action taken by National Air Lines? 

THE COURT: Just a moment. Was more than one bad check given? 

THE WITNESS: One was returned. Another check was given and 
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the bank was called, but the check never reached National Air 
Lines, I mean, never reached our Treasury Department, was never 


processed, in other words. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Was a complaint ever filed against H. Neil Kelly by National 
Air Lines for that check? A. I believe there was, yes; to the best 
of my knowledge, a complaint was filed. 

Q. Did Miss Karikas sign that complaint? A. I don't know 
whether she did or not. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions. 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. There were several checks, were there not, Miss Kenny ? 
A. I beg your pardon? 

Q. Weren't there several checks, wasn't one heck given to this 
defendant, and then--which was a bad check, and wasn’t one of them 
turned in to the Check and Fraud Squad, and subsequent to that, did not 
the person Kelly try to pass some more checks with the Defendant 
Karikas at the National Air Lines? A. To the best of my knowledge, 
there were only two checks. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's all. 

THE COURT: That's all, madam. 


(Witness excused. ) 
* * 
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Washington, D. C. 
March 23, 1961 
* * 
CECILIA KARIKAS 
the defendant, called as a witness in her own behalf, being first duly 
sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Would you state your full name and address, please? A. Ce- 
cilia Elizabeth Karikas, 1801 Columbia Road, Northwest. 
Q. Miss Karikas, how old are you? A. I am twenty -Seven. 
Q. Where were you born? A. I was born in Hungary. 


Q. How long had you livedthere? A. Ten years. 

Q. Did there come a time when you came to the United States ? 
A. Yes, in 1949. 

Q. Who did you come with? A. I came with my parents and 


my brother. 

Q. What city in the United States did you come to? A. New York 
and Washington, D. C. 

Q. When did you come to Washington, D. C.? A. In 1949. 

Q. And did there come a time when you resided at 1801 Columbia 
Road, Northwest? A. Yes, I believe it was from 1953 on. I am not quite 
certain. 

Q. I see. Now, did there Come a time when you sought employment 
in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What was your first job in the District of Columbia? A. I be- 
lieve it was with Air Coach Transport Association; I am not quite certain. 

Q. And did there come a time when you took another job in the 
District of Columbia? A. Yes, of course. 

Q. What was your next employment? A. Let's see -- 

(Brief pause.) 
[THE WITNESS] In the District of Columbia? 


183 


Q. Yes. A. I worked for Combined Airlines Ticket Offices. 

Q. What is Combined Airlines Ticket Offices? A. It is a 
combination of ten airlines, represented by one combined office. 

Q. Where were they located when you worked for them? A. Well, 
they had four locations. I was working at the Pentagon at the time. 

Q. What was your job with Combined Airlines Ticket Offices ? 
A. I was secretary-bookkeeper. 

Q. What did you do in that job? What were your duties and re- 
sponsibilities? A. Oh, writing letters, correspondence and taking in- 
. ventory, making up traffic sheets and trial balance sheets. 

Q. Did you handle airline tickets? A. No. : 

Q. Did there come a time when you left Combined Airlines 
Ticket Offices? A. Yes, December '58. ! 

Q. December '58. Why did you leave? A. I = an offer of a 
better position, better paying position. 

Q. And who was this with? A. Tour Travel Fkerdational, 

Q. Had you ever worked for any other airline before you worked 
for Tour Travel International? A. Well, Combined Airlines Ticket 
’ Offices and Flying Tigers. | 

Q. What are the Flying Tigers? A. Well, Flying Tigers is 
mainly a freight carrying company, but they also take charters to 
Europe and all parts of the world and handle military contracts all 


over. 


Q. What was your position with Flying Tigers? A. Iwasa 
stewardess. 


THE COURT: When was that? | 

THE WITNESS: That was in '57. | 

THE COURT: '57? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And where did you travel as a stewardess 


with Flying Tigers ? 
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THE WITNESS: Most anywhere in the world. I have been to 
Paris and Frankfort several times. I have been to the Orient, Tokyo 
and Hawaii. I have never quite completed the circle of the world. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Would you tell the Judge and jury the circumstances under 
which you accepted that position with Tour Travel? A. I went to an 
employment agency, and asked them if they knew of any jobs available 
that would pay me more than my present position was, and they said they 
had just the thing and they sent me out to Tour Travel, where I spoke 
with Mrs. Fackrell. 

THE COURT: With whom? 

THE WITNESS: Mrs. Fackrell. 

THE COURT: Do you know how to spell that ? 

MR. SANDGROUND: F-a-c-k-r-e-l-l. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Was that Mrs. Fackrell who testified here yesterday after- 

A. Yes it was. 

Q. And what was her position with Tour Travel? A. I did not 

know her position at the time. I think she was Convention 
Manager. 

Q. And who hired you for working at Tour Travel? A. Actually, 
Mrs. Fackrell, with Mr. Pedersen's approval. 

Q. Now, would you identify the Mr. Pedersen that you refer to. 


A. Yes, he was the owner of the travel agency, as explained to me both 
here and in New York. 
Q. Do you know his full name? A. I think it is Valdemar Peder- 


Q. Now, what were to be your duties and responsibilities ? 
A. Well, he told me at the time that I would be under Mrs. Fackrell, 
and I would be learning under her how to handle conventions, and eventu- 
ally do the same things that she was doing, and that they were expanding 
the offices country-wide. 
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Q. Now, where were their offices located? A. One was here in 
the District, 3000 Connecticut Avenue. 

Q. Do you recall the exact date that you went to work for Tour 
Travel in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, it was the sth of January, 
1959. 

Q. Now, how many employees worked for Tour hve at that 
time? A. I couldn't say exactly, but I believe it was around six, maybe 

seven, I am not quite certain. 

Q. And where were you living at the time you went to work for 
Tour Travel? A. At 1801 Columbia Road, Northwest. 

Q. Is that an apartment house? A. Yes, itis. 

Q. And what was your salary when you went to work for Tour 
Travel? A. Four Hundred dollars. 

Q. How often was this paid, this $400? A. I believe it was paid 
bi-weekly, I couldn't -- either bi-weekly or twice a month, Iam not 
quite certain. 

Q. Was that $400 a month or $400 bi-weekly? A.’ ‘Well, NO; 
$400 a month. 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you made the acquaintance 
of a person known to you as Joanne Dinstel? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you see that person inthe courtroom? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you meet Joanne Dinstel? A. I think right on the 
very first day I started to work there. i 

— Q. Do you know who introduced her to you? A. 7 ama 
Mrs. Fackrell. 

Q. Do you know of your own knowledge what Miss Dinstel's 

position was at Tour Travel at that time? A. She was the office 
manager. 

Q. Now, how many other people worked at Tour Travel at this 
office, 3000 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest? A. AsI said before, I 
think it was about six or seven. | 

Q. And were tickets, airplane tickets made out in the office in 
Washington? A. Yes, they were. 


Q. Who made out the tickets, did you? A. No, I didnot. In my 
entire three months with Tour Travel, I have only made out two tickets, 

I believe, which were -- I couldn't say whether it was Eastern Airlines 
ticket stock or not. 

Q. Now do you know of your own knowledge who had the responsi- 
bility for making out tickets in Tour Travel? A. Well, as far as I knew, 
Miss Dinstel was, she was more or less in charge of it, and a Miss Gumby, 
who was employed there also as a reservation and ticket agent. 

Q. Now, when you met Miss Dinstel, where was she living? A. She 
was living at 4500 Connecticut Avenue. 

Q. Is that an apartment house? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. And did there come a time when you saw Miss Dinstel outside 
of just the office hours? A. Oh, yes, we became very good friends. 

Q. And would you tell us about your relationship with Miss Dinstel 
at the time you were both working for Tour Travel? A. Inthe office, 
she was the office manager, and, you know, managed the office and told 
us what to do, but outside of that, we were just very good friends. 

Q. Did she visit in your home? A. I think she visited at that 
time in my home. She never stayed at my home during that time. 

Q. And did you visit in her apartment? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And did you have any conversations with Miss Dinstel about 
her background? A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell us how these came about? A. Well, she told 
me all about what’ she did and what she has accomplished up to that time. 

Q. Did she show you any items concerning her background? 

A. Yes, she did; she did show me her scrapbook. 

Q. Now, can you place the approximate date when she showed 
you this scrapbook? A. Yes, I was staying with her at her apartment 
at the time she showed me her scrapbook. And she has shown it to other 
people also; among them, I believe, my brother. 

Q. Andwhenyou saw this scrapbook, what sort of a scrapbook 
was it? A. From what I can recall, it was a black scrapbook, and it 
had items in it from newspaper clippings and pictures she had in there, 
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one with her as a young girl and Mr. Pedersen, and just what exactly, 
I don't know, but it told of her accomplishments as a concert pianist. 

Q. And what did she tell you about her background and accom- 
plishments as a concert pianist? A. Well, she told me that she has 
won the Chopin Award in Warsaw, and that she had been playing concerts, 
the Bell Telephone Hour, and she has also been playing duets with some - 
one, at concerts; she has also told me that she has played under Sir 
Thomas Beecham. | 

THE COURT: Under what? 

THE WITNESS: Sir Thomas Beecham. 

THE COURT: That she played under his direction? 

THE WITNESS: Under his direction, yes, sir. | 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. At that time, did you believe her? A. I had no reason not to. 

Q. I show you a document, marked for identification as Defendant's 
Exhibit No. 3, and ask you whether you have ever seen si original of this 
document of which this is a photo copy? 

(Handing the exhibit to the witness. 5.) 

[THE WITNESS:] Yes, this is one of the -- | 
Q. You have seen it? A. Yes. 
Q. Where did you see it? A. In her scrapbook that she showed 
to me. | 
Q. And did you have a conversation with Miss Dinstel about this 
item? A. Yes, I believe she even told me that the particular pieces that 
they had to go through for elimination purposes and I think she had several 
sheets that she showed me of their itinerary, sort of. 

Q. Did she tell you she had been to Europe? A. Yes, she did. 

THE COURT: While you were examining her before, concerning 
that clipping, did you give it an identification number for the record? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, Your Honor, we did. 

THE COURT: What is it? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Defendant's Exhibit No. 8 for purposes of 
identification. 
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THE COURT: All right. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I would like at this time to offer Defendant's 
Exhibit No. 3. 

THE COURT: It may be received. 

(Defendant's Exhibit No. 3, previously described, 
was received in evidence.) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, did you have any conversation with Miss Dinstel 
about her background? Did you know where she was from, when you 
were working at Tour Travel? A. Yes. She said she was from . 
Nazareth, Pennsylvania. 

Q. And did you have any discussions about finances or money? 
A. Yes, we did. 

Q. What was told you on this subject by her? A. She told me 
that she has inherited $400,000. 

THE COURT: She had what? 

THE WITNESS: She has inherited, was left by her grandparents, 
$400,000, out of which she was getting monthly or yearly dividends on 
which she was living. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. And did she request you to help her about this? A. Well, 
at one time she did, and I asked a friend of a friend of mine to come and 
see her about it, a Mr. Stanley Bennett from the Bache Company. 

Q. And did you have conversations with Miss Dinstel about her 
educational background? 

THE COURT: Before you leave the financial thing-- 

MR. SANDGROUND: I'm sorry. 

THE COURT: You were asked, Miss -- is it Miss or Mrs.? 

THE WITNESS: It is Miss. 

‘THE COURT: Miss? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: You were asked whether she asked you to help her 
in connection with her inheritance, and your answer was yes, and you got 
a Mr. Bennett to talk to her. ‘What kind of help did she seek from you? 
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THE WITNESS: She was thinking of reinvesting. 

THE COURT: Is that what she wanted you to help her about ? 

THE WITNESS: She asked me if I knew spe who could help 
her since I could not. 

THE COURT: You talked to Mr. Bennett ? 

THE WITNESS: A Stanley Bennett from Bache. | 

THE COURT: He talked to her? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Were you present when he talked to her? 

THE WTINESS: Yes, I was. | 

THE COURT: You say he is with what company? 

THE WITNESS: Bache. 

THE COURT: How do you spell that? 

THE WITNESS: B-a-c-h-e. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Did there come a time when you had a conversation with 
Miss Dinstel about her educational background ? A. Yes. 

Q. When was this? A. This was also during the time when I 
lived with her. 

Q. What did she tell you about her educational background? 

A. At that time she told me that she had graduated from Hunter College. 

Q. Did she tell you what she had studied at Hunter College? 
A. Mainly music. 

Q. Did she tell you she had studied anything else? A. Later 
on, she claimed to have finished pre-med., but that was months later 
that she was telling me all this. 

THE COURT: When did she first tell you, if you, can remember, 
give us an idea, at least, that she had graduated from Hunter College ? 

, THE WITNESS: That was during the time that I was staying 
with her at her apartment, sir. 

THE COURT: Yes. When was it? 
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THE WITNESS: I stayed with her all through the month of April 
and half the month of May. 

THE COURT: In what year? 

THE WITNESS: 1959. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, would you tell us what were the circumstances sur- 
rounding you moving to Miss Dinstel's apartment? A. Well, first 
of all, it was more convenient, and it was quite a luxury apartment; and 
she had a maid who also took care of my things, you know, being 
laundered and washed -- I mean ironed, so it was very convenient. 

Q. Were you invited to live with her? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. By whom? A. By Joanne. 

Q. Do you know in whose name the apartment was rented? 
A. I didn't know it at the time; I found it out later that it was rented by 
Tour Travel. 

Q. And what was your relationship during the time you were 


working at Tour Travel with Mr. Valdemar Pedersen? A. He was my 


employer. 

Q. Did you have any other relationship with him? A. No. 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you left your employment 
with Tour Travel? A. Yes. 

Q. How did this come about? A. Well, Mr. Pedersen was 
going to open an office in Syracuse, and he was going to put me up in 
that office, but he also said that I am to take over the company apart- 
ment up there, and when he came visiting, he would be naturally 
staying there. 

Q. And did you tell Miss Dinstel about this conversation? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And what was her reaction? A. She didn't like it. 

Q. Now, during the time you were working for Tour Travel, 
did you ever meet H. Neil Kelly? A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell the Judge and jury the circumstances about 
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your meeting with H. Neil Kelly? A. Well, I have met him before, 
and when he came up -- 

THE COURT: Before what? | 

THE WITNESS: Before this time. When I saw him at Tour 
Travel. And I thought he was dealing in some sort of airplines, or 
what-not, so I was very curious to find that he was doing something with 
a travel agency, and I asked him, I said, "What are you doing here?" 
and he told me that he had some tour booklets of some sort, but then 
I had work to do, and I did not have any conversation further with him. 

Q. Did you ever see Mr. H. Neil Kelly socially, outside of 
office hours during the time you were working for Tout Travel? 
A. No, I never have seen him socially. | 

Q. Now, during the time that you were working \for Tour 
Travel, did you ever spend a night in Miss Dinstel's apartment ? 
A. Yes, I lived with her for a month and a half. | 

Q. This is while you were employed by Tour Travel? A. Yes, 


partly, and then when I left there, I went to work for National Air Lines, 
and I believe that I gave my residence address as 4500 Connecticut 
Avenue at that time. | 


Q. What were the circumstances of your leaving Tour Travel? 
A. Mr. Pedersen made it an ultimatum that I either go to Syracuse by 
the end of the week, or out I go, to make up my -- to use a very bad 
phrase -- mind to do so by the end of the week. | 

Q. And what did you do? A. I went out to find some other work, 
and I went to work for National Air Lines. | 

Q. Now, when did you leave the employ of Tour Travel? 
A. On the 15th of April 1959. 

Q. Now, during the time that you were employed by Tour 
Travel, and Miss Dinstel was employed by Tour Travel, did you 
have any conversations with her about her relationship with Mr. Peder- 
sen? A. Yes. 

Q. What was said? A. qThat she has known him for a very 
long time, and she also told me that she has been living with him both 
here and in New York. 


Q. Now, I show you 4 document, marked Defendant's Exhibit No. 
1 for purposes of identification, and ask you whether you can identify 
this? A. Yes. 

Q. What is it? A. It is a marriage certificate. 

THE COURT: For the record again, it is a photostat of a 
marriage certificate, isn't it? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. When did you get this? A. My mother gave it to me. 

THE COURT: Your mother? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. And do you know of your own knowledge how your mother 
got this? A. She said that she found it after Miss Dinstel had left 
from 2 yisit. 

MR. SMITHSON: I move to strike that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: If it was in her possession, it is all right. 

She knew nothing about the truth of the document; she is simply 
stating that is what her mother told her. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: How did you say your mother told you she got 
that document ? 

THE WITNESS: She found it in our apartment. 

THE COURT: In whose apartment ? 

THE WITNESS: In ours at 1801 Columbia Road, Northwest. 

THE COURT: All right; 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Had you ever seen that document before? A. I don't 
believe so. 

Q.. Had you ever had a discussion about such a document with 
Joanne Dinstel? A. No. 
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Q. And what did you do with this document once > you obtained 
it? A. Ndhing? 

Q. Did you ever give it to anyone? 

THE COURT: What did she say? 

THE WITNESS: Nothing. 

THE COURT: Nothing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you ever give it to anyone in sotinection with this case? 

A. I gave it to you. 

Q. Did you take this document from Miss Coan's apartment on 
Connecticut Avenue? A. No, I did not? 

THE COURT: Well, when your mother gave you, as you say, 
that document, was it the original or that photostat? _ 

THE WITNESS: It was this very same thing, oo 

THE COURT: All right; | 

MR. SANDGROUND: I would like to offer this in evidence as 
a Defendant's Exhibit. 

THE COURT: I will receive it. | 

(Defendant's Exhibit No. 1, previously described, 
was received in evidence.) 
THE COURT: Do you know who had that photostat made? 
THE WITNESS: Not as a fact, sir, no. | 
BY MR, SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, when you left Tour Travel, did you seek other employ- 
ment? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Tell us about that. A. I went to work for National. 

THE COURT: Hasn't she already said that she went to work 
through an employment agency for National Airlines? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir; I went directly to National Air Lines. 
I received my job at Tour Travel through an employment agency. 

THE COURT: Well, then, from Tour Travel you went directly 
on your own, so to speak, to National Air Lines? ! 
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THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right; 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. What was your position at National Air Lines? A. I was 
ticket agent at the Hotel Statler. 

Q. And what were the responsibilities of a ticket agent at 
National Air Lines there? A. It is to write out tickets to passengers 
who are going to make a flight, and also if anybody came in, give them 
any information as to schedules and, you know, general airline information. 

Q. Did National Air Lines sell both domestic and international 
tickets? A. No, National Air Lines is mainly a domestic airline. 

Q. Did you ever write any international tickets while you were 
employed at National Air Lines? A. I never have written any internation- 
al tickets, although I could if it were necessary. 

Q. Do you know whether there is a difference in the way you 
prepare a domestic ticket and an international ticket? A. No, there 
is not. Except the cities that you put in. 

Q. Where do you get the fares or tariffs for domestic tickets ? 
A. It is called The Tariff. It is a book with published fares, where 
you have the originating city, is the first thing you look, and then you 
go to the city where you are going to, and it will give you the fare, and 
then you have to add your ten per cent tax. 

Q. Where do you get the fare or tariff for international tickets? 
A. It is also done the very same way. It is in a book called The Tariff, 
International Tariff. 

Q. Were books of this kind in the office of Tour Travel? A. I 
had nothing to do with them, but travel agencies usually call the air- 
lines for fare quotes. 

Q. Why do they do this? A. Well, mainly, I suppose, is that 
they are too busy making up the travel arrangements for the passengers, 
most of them may be not even familiar with the fares, so it is so much 
easier to call the airlines that they are ticketing on, ticketing for, to 
ask them for their fares. 
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Q. Now, after you left Tour Travel, what was your relationship 
with Mrs. Coan? A. I still stayed living at her apartment, and we were 
very, very good friends. 

Q. Did you notice any change in her attitude toward you? A. Not 
that I can recall, no. 

Q. And when did you stop living with her at her apartment ? 

A. That was in the middle of May. 
Q. Why? A. I believe she was going to move out herself, 


pack and get married. 
Q. And was this May of what year? A. 1959. 
Q. And did you know the man she was going to marry? A. Yes, 


I did. 

Q. Did he work for Tour Travel? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. What was his position at Tour Travel? A. I believe he was 
the accountant -bookkeeper. 

Q. Now, did you attend the wedding of Miss Dinstel, who became 
Mrs. Coan? A. Yes, I did; a friend of ours drove me up to Nazareth, 
Pennsylvania, Officer Downs, whom we knew through Traffic School. 

Q. And when was this wedding and where was it held? A. It 
was June, 1959, and it was held in Nazareth, Pennsylvania. 

Q. And after the wedding, did you return to the District of 
Columbia? A. Yes; on the very same day. 

Q. Where were you employed at that time? A. ‘National Air 
Lines. 

Q. Now, do you own a typewriter? A. Well, it belongs to my 
brother. 

Q. What kind of a typewriter is this? A: It is a small Smith 
Corona portable. 

Q. Where is it kept? A. It is kept on my brother's desk. 

Q. Had it ever been kept outside of your apartment ? A. Yes, 
I did take it down to Tour Travel on one occasion. | 

THE COURT: When was that occasion, do you remember ? 

THE WITNESS: I think it was either in February or March, 
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they had little electric typewriters that would not function. 
THE COURT: 1959? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, after you had returned from the wedding, did there 


come a time when you saw Mrs. Coan again? A. Yes, she came down to 


visit to Washington. 

Q. When was this? A. I beleive it was some time in July. 

Q. Of what year? A. '59. 

Q. '59? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, did she tell you or did you have any discussions with 
her about her musical achievements in New York? 

THE COURT: In July? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: No, not at that time, no. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you at any time have a discussion with her about her 
achievements in New York? 

MR. SMITHSON: We have been over that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SMITHSON: No, Your Honor; we have only the Polish 
one, not in New York. 

THE COURT: Well, she said Mrs. Coan had told her that she 
had played in the Bell Telephone Hour, she testified to that under your 
examination; also, though she didn't say where it was, she told her that 
she played with Sir Thomas Beecham. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: However, you can go over that again within reason. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I will rephrase the question. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did there come a time when you had a conversation with 

Mrs. Coan about some trophies? A. Yes, but that was in October of '59. 
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@. That was in October of 1959? A. Yes. Uh, buh. 

Q. Would you tell us where this conversation took place? 
A. I believe it was in my home, and she told me that she was getting 
a prize, which she said she was receiving first and second prize from 
the New York Philharmonic Society, and that it would be mailed to her 
from New York, and she was expecting the package at any time, but 
just what address, I don't know. 

Q. And did you ever see the trophies? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Where? A. At my home. 

Q. Under what circumstances? A. Well, she brought them 
in, and showed it to us, and here they were, and we had doubts about 
it that she might have won it at that time; of course, a we saw the 
trophies-- | 

Q. And did you have a conversation with her about that time 
about a photograph? A. Yes, that was after the Hungarian Symphony's 
visit here that she attended with us. 

Q. Could you place that in point of time? A. Yes, we still 
have the little books now, the souvenir books that they give you, and 
it was on the 7th of October. 

THE COURT: What sort of souvenir book are roe talking about ? 

THE WITNESS: The program. 

THE COURT: The program for what? 

THE WITNESS: For the Symphonia sa aa when it was 
here in 1959. We have here -- 

THE COURT: Was her name listed? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, no, no, no. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did she attend this concert with you? A. Yes, she did, and 
also the reception held at the Hotel Statler. 

- Q. At that time did you have a conversation with her about 
any photographs? A. That was about some time later, about the 
photograph, that she was going to havethe picture taken at Lorstan - 
L-o-r-s-t-a-n -- Studios. 
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Q. I show you Defendant's Exhibit No. 2 marked for purposes 
of identification only, and ask you whether you have ever seen this before? 


This is a photograph. 
(Handing the exhibit to the witness.) 

A. Yes, I have seen this picture before. 

Q. And have you ever seen the trophies which are represented 
in that photograph? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Were those the trophies exhibited to you by Mrs. Coan? 

A. That is right. 

Q. And did you take that photograph from her apartment? A. No, 
I did not. 

Q. Where did you get that photograph? A. I ordered this photo- 
graph myself from Lorstan Studios. 

THE COURT: I can't hear the witness, and I don’t think I will, 
because, naturally, she will turn to you when you stand by the witness 
stand. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I'm sorry, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And that includes me out. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Excuse me, Your Honor; it was not inten- 
tional. 

THE WITNESS: I have remembered that Miss Dinstel had her 
picture taken with these trophies, and I told Mr. Sandground about it 
and at his request, I ordered the photographs from Lorstan Studios. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I would like to offer this as Defendant's 
Exhibit No. 2. 

THE COURT: I will receive it. 

(Defendant's Exhibit No. 2, previously described, 
was received in evidence.) 

MR. SANDGROUND: I would like to show it to the jury: 

THE COURT: Yes. Paes 

(Whereupon, the exhibit was passed to the jury.) 

THE COURT: Again, ladies and gentlemen, see if you can't look 
at that two at atime. It will save us time, and I don't think it will impair 
your examination at all. 
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Mr. Clerk, let me see Defense No. 1, please. 
(Whereupon, the exhibit was jenaes to the Court.) 
THE COURT: Go ahead. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, when was it when you next saw Miss ‘Coan in Washing- 
ton after the wedding? A. After the wedding? ! 
Q. Yes. A. That was some time in July she came down for 
a few days. 
Q. Where did she stay? A. She stayed at my shone: 
Q. And at that time did you have a conversation with her about 
her financial condition? A. No. | 
Q. What did she tell you when she arrived at your home? 
A. First of all, she told me, and I asked her about it, you know, how 
her marriage has worked out, and she said that her husband and she 
have lived together for one week and then they were having difficulties, 
and she went back to her parents; and then that she was going up to 
New York to resume her work up there. 
Q. Did she tell you for whom she was employed at that time? 
A. I don't know whether she told me, but I presumed that it was with 
Mr. Pedersen. | 
MR, SMITHSON: Objection, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Yes, we don't want her presumption. The 
jury will ignore that, except for the part of her answer, "No, I 
don't think she did." Her guess about it isn't going e help us any. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. At any time did you see in her possession the ticket 
blanks which have been referred to as Government's Exhibit -- 
THE COURT: What was that? Ask her again, please, sir. 
Mr. Sandground, ask her again. ! 
BY MR, SANDGROUND: 
Q. At any time during that trip did you see in her possession 
the Pan American ticket blanks referred tes as Government's 
Exhibits 2 through 7? A. No, I did not. 
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Q. Now, when she stayed in your apartment, did you ever see 
her using a typewriter? A. I, myself, didn't; I was on a late shift, 
working from 11:30 until 8:00 o'clock at National Air Lines, and I 
had no knowledge of what she was doing during that time. 

Q. Was the typewriter open in your apartment at that time? 

A. Yes, of course. 

Q. Do you remember where it was located? A. It was on my 
brother's desk. 

Q. Now, how long did Mrs. Coan stay with you at that time? 

A. For a few days, I believe. 

Q. At any time during that visit, did you have a conversation 
with her about tickets? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. At any time during that time did she ever visit you at 
National Air Lines? A. Oh, yes; she came by. 

Q. And was there a typewriter at National Air Lines? A. Yes, 
there was. It is a Northwest Orient Airlines typewriter which we used 
together with them. 

Q. Was it on an open table? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was this typewriter located? A. It isa little 
room right behind the office. 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you saw Mrs. Coan again? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When, in point of time, was this? A. I believe that was in 
August. 

Q. Of what year? A. Of 1959. 

Q. Under what circumstances? A. She again came down for a 
few days. 

Q. Did you know that she was coming to Washington? A. No, 
I did not, and she was saying that she wasn't supposed to, or something 
like that. 

THE COURT: What? 

THE WITNESS: She wasn't supposed to be down in Washington; 
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she should be back in New York. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, at that time did she tell you for whom she was 
employed? A. She said she was still working for Mr. Pedersen. 

Q. And what did she tell you at that time? A. In regard to 
what ? 

Q. Did you have a conversation with her about any tickets or 
checks? A. No tickets. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with her about some checks ? 
A. Yes. : 

Q. I show you Government's Exhibit No. 36 in evidence and 
Government's Exhibit No. 37 in evidence, with the names Hiriam 
Schonenberg and Ronald Lee, and ask you if you signed your name 
on those checks ? 2 


(The exhibits were handed to ue witness.) 


A. Yes, I did. 
THE COURT: Now, you refer to them as checks. Are they? 
MR SANDGROUND: They are photo copies of checks. 
THE COURT: Yes. I had forgotten. Okay -- you signed them ? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, would you tell the jury the cireumstances surrounding 
your signing Government's Exhibits No. 36 and 37? A. Yes. I was 
in my home when she came to me and she showed me these checks, 
which was a number of them, I couldn't tell how many, and she just showed 
them to me andI said, "What are you doing with those?” She said, 
"Nothing," and we didn't say anything any more. Then, I was sitting 
there, writing a letter, and she came back, and she said that if she 
doesn't get these back to New York right away she will be in trouble -- 
to deposit them in the bank -- and then she asked for difference of 
signatures, since -- 
THE COURT: She asked you for what? 
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THE WITNESS: Since the checks were made out to different people, 
so that the signatures would look different, on the other side, she asked 
me to sign some of them, and I signed three of them. And she explained 
that these students have gone back to their country, and have received 
a cash refund for them from the -- 

THE COURT: And had received what ? 

THE WITNESS: And had received cash refunds for their tickets. 
And all would have to be done with these tickets to go back to New York 
and be deposited in the bank, which she probably did, since she left for 
New York the next day. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did she tell you where she had gotten these checks? A. From 
Tour Travel. 

Q. And did she tell you how long she had had these checks? A. No, 
she didn't. 

Q. Why did you sign these checks? A. I wanted to help her out. 

Q. From that date to the date when you came to court, or were 
shown the checks, by the FBI, had you ever seen these checks again? 

A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you get any money from these checks? A. No. 
Q. Did you give any money to Miss Coan? A. I had none to give 


Q. Did you ever loan her $2,000? A. Heavens, no. 

Q. Now, did you have any other conversation with her about these 
checks when she showed them to you? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did she ask you to endorse three checks? A. She didn't ask 
me to endorse three, she just asked me to endorse a few, and I, as I 
recall, I have, you know, signed three on the back, yes. 

Q. Did she tell you anything about Investne nt Bankers of Ameri- 
ca? A. No, she didn't. 

Q. At that time did you know of Investment Bankers of America? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. Do you own any stocks? A. No, I never have. 
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Q. Have you ever had a brokerage account? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Have you ever applied for an application to open a brokerage 
account? A. No, I have not. 

Q. Did Mrs. Coan specifically ask you to sign those three checks ? 
A. Not specifically, the three, but some of the checks, yes. 

Q. Did she tell you that she was going to cash the checks? A. No, 
she didn't. : 

Q. Was there any scheme between you concerning these checks ? 
A. Heavens, no. 

Q. Now, when was the next time that you saw Mrs. Coan? A.I 
believe it was the time that she came back -- no, I did qe her in New 
York. 

Q. Now, when did you go to New York and under what circumstan- 
ces? ! 

THE COURT: Just a moment. This signing of those checks, three 
checks, by you, was in early August, was it? | 

THE WITNESS: I believe so, sir. 

THE COURT: Now, Mr. Sandground's question: When did you go 
to New York, the occasion when you saw her there? 

THE WITNESS: That must have been after the 23rd of August. 

THE COURT: Why do you fix the 23rd? ! 

THE WITNESS: Well, there was a special reason for that, be- 
cause I saw Mr. Belafonte in town, and he asked me to come to New York 
and discuss a possible job for me, you know, in the entertainment busi- 
ness. 

THE COURT: So it was after the 23rd of Angus -- was it in 
August, September or October? 

THE WITNESS: It was August. 

THE COURT: When you saw her in New York? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. We can find out the date because I 
had pictures taken in Bruno Studios. 

THE COURT: I don't think we need the exact date. You have 
answered the question. 
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BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. What was your motive in going to New York at that time? 
A. It was specifically to have my pictures taken and for this conversation 
with Harry Belafonte. 

Q. Where did you have your pictures taken? A. At Brunos. 

Q. Why did you have to go to New York to have your pictures 
taken? A. Because the pictures were to be used in my career; my 

brother was just going to finish college that year, and I was go- 
ing to send these pictures out to different studios and different friends 
that I had, and I needed a large amount of pictures, and Bruno is a pro- 


fessional photographer for entertainment people, and he has special 
prices fixed for this. 
Q. How much did you pay for those pictures? A. $120. 


Q. For how many pictures? A. For a hundred pictures. 

Q. Now, how did you happen to see Mrs. Coan in New York at 
that time? 

THE COURT: Before you answer that question: You say you 
went to New York to have Bruno make pictures for your career. What 
career are you talking about ? 

THE WITNESS: Well, sir, I always wanted to become a singer, 
but since my brother was still in college, I had to work to maintain my 
home, to have a steady income. In other words, I couldn't go out and 
embark on something that is indefinite. 

THE COURT: Now, the question is: How did you happen to see 
Mrs. Coan in New York? 

THE WITNESS: She told me that in New York, she stayed with 
these friends of hers who were also Hungarians; and I called them and 
she was there, and I believe we went to the movies together. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Why did you call Mrs. Coan in New York? A. Well, she was 
my friend. 

Q. At any time did you have a discussion with her about these 
checks or their proceeds? A. No, I didn't even think about it at that time. 
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Q. Did she ask you to loan her any money? A. No, she did not; 
she seemed to have enough. : 

Q. Did she always seem to have money throughout the time you 
knew her? A. Yes, she had to the excess, because she was buying gifts 
for everybody. 

THE COURT: Who is everybody? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, Mrs. Fackrell, and she bought me sweaters 
and she gave me a birthday party. | 

THE COURT: When was all this? 

THE WITNESS: In '59, sir. 

THE COURT: Where was it? 

THE WITNESS: That was at her apartment, when she was still 
living here in the District of Columbia. 

THE COURT: Was it before or after you signed these three 
ehecks ? 

THE WITNESS: That was before. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, when you saw Mrs. Coan in New York, did you have any 
discussion about whether the checks had been Presto? A. No, I don't 
believe I asked her. 

Q. Did she mention it? A. No, she did not. 

Q. Now, after that trip to New York, did you again see Mrs. 
Coan? A. Yes, she came down in October, and she told me then that she 
was no longer associated with Mr. Pedersen. 

Q. Had she ever told you that before that date? A. No, she has 


not. 


Q. Was that October of 1960? A. 1959. 

Q. October of 1959? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, did you continue to see Mrs. Coan? A. I believe I have 
seen her once since that Hungarian Symphony - Symphonia Hungarika, 
which might have been in early 1960, I would say January or February. 
She did not stay with us any more; I think she stayed with Mrs. Fackrell. 
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Q. Now, during that time, did you ever tell Mrs. Coan to sign any 
checks at your direction? A. No, I have not. 
Q. Did you ever tell her to have any business cards printed ? 


A. No. 

Q. What does the name Anne Whiteside mean to you? A. I don't 
know it. 

Q. Did you tell Mrs. Coan to use the name Anne Whiteside? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you send her to Investne nt Bankers of America? A. No, 


Q. Did you open an investment account at Investment Bankers 
of America in the name of Anne Whiteside? A. No, I did not. 

Q. I show you a photograph, marked Defendant's Exhibit No. 5 
for purposes of identification only, and ask you to look at that photograph. 

(The exhibit was handed to the witness.) 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is there a date on that photograph? A. Yes; it says June 6, 
1959. 

Q. I ask you if you can tell me who that is a photograph of? 

A. Yes, that is Mrs. Dinstel as she was then. 

Q. What do you mean, "as she was then"? A. Well, she looked 
a lot different then. 

Q. Did she look different? A. Yes. 

Q. In what way? A. Well, she was more sophisticated, and -- 

Q. How did you get that photograph? A. This photograph, she 
sent this along with a letter that she wrote in English to this Hungarian 
fellow. See, when the Symphonia Hungarika was here, in order for these 
musicians not to have to go to hotels, families were asked to put up some 
of them, and we have put up two of the musicians, that stayed with us 
over night, and Joanne became quite captured with one of them, and she 
also saw him in New York before they left, and she sent this picture 
with an English letter to me to be translated into Hungarian to be sent to 
this fellow’'s mother in Hungary. And I have had no occasion to translate 
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the letter. I think I still may have that also. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I would like to offer ose ae Exhibit 
No. 5. 

THE COURT: Well, come to the bench, please. — 

(AT THE BENCE:) . 

THE COURT: I don't think it is material. 

MR. SANDGROUND: In looking at the witness, the way she is 
dressed, I think she is trying to give this jury the impression that she 
is a very simple, unattractive country girl, and during this time this is 
the way she looked. That is the representation I would like to make to 
the jury at this time. 

THE COURT: I see. All right. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, one further thing: I would also 


like to ask her to stand so the jury can make a comparison. 
THE COURT: No, they have seen her three times on the witness 
stand and they have seen her walk to and from the witness stand. We 


will have no dramatics in the courtroom. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I am certainly not trying that, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: We won't have it, anyway. | 
MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, Your Honor. 
(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE.) 
MR. SANDGROUND: I offer Defendant's Exhibit No. 5. 
THE COURT: It will be received. 


(Defendant's Exhibit No. 5, previous- 
ly described, was received in evi- 
dence.) 


MR, SANDGROUND: May I continue, Your Honor ? 
THE COURT: No, wait until they finish looking at it. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Fine, thank you, Your Honor. 
(Brief pause.) 
BY MR, SANDGROUND: 
Q. Now, Miss Karikas, did you continue to work for National Air 
Lines? A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. In what position? A. As ticket agent at Hotel Statler. 

Q. And did there come a time when you went around the world? 
A. Well, it wasn't quite around the world. I think it was longer in dis- 
tance, because I went, from going East, and coming back the same way, 
instead of going around. 

Q. When did this trip take place? A. That was in October 1960. 

Q. And do you recall your route of travel? A. Oh, yes, I do. 

Q. What was your route in traveling? A. I started out from 
Washington with direct connection in New York to Frankfort, and I had 
some wait, some hours, and I took a Constellation via Rome, Cairo, 
Tehran, Calcutta, to Bangkok, in one trip, which took about 26 to 28 
hours. From Bangkok, I went on Malayan Airways. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Keep your voice up. 

THE WITNESS: I went on Malayan Airways to Singapore, with a 
connection the next morning to Jakarta, Indonesia, on Garuda Airways. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. What!was the purpose of this foreign trip? A. Well, one was 
my vacation; the other one was an invitation by President Sukarno of 
Indonesia, to whom I had mentioned when I met him in New York, when 
he was here for the United Nations, that I would very much like to go to 

Indonesia again, because I had been there in 1957 under very 
difficult circumstances, being stuck there with a hundred passengers. 
So I wanted to go and visit his country again; I liked the people, and I 
wanted to see some old friends again, that was another reason. Then, 
on my way back, I wanted to visit friends I had made earlier in Singapore, 
in Bangkok, and I have relatives in Madrid. 


Q. Now, how did you arrange for transportation for this trip? 
A. Well, I think it has been mentioned before that the airlines do get 
free transportation. In my case, however, I applied to Pan American via 
National Air Lines, to receive free transportation, not free transporta- 
tion, I had applied for a pass from Washington to Los Angeles and Los 
Angeles to Washington, which I intended to use after the trip. Then I 
have applied for a pass from Pan American, which is due to National 
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Air Lines employees once a year, from Los Angeles to, I believe, it was 


Tokyo and from Tokyo to Hong Kong, Hong Kong-Bangkok and Bangkok to 
Rome, and then Rome to New York, and I received this authorization 
for which I would have to pay ten per cent of the original fare, which I 
don't know just how much that would have come to, but it would have been 
a considerable sum; but I have sold transportation on a foreign carrier 
for continuation in National Air Lines, which is only domestic, so if these 
people book transportation with me for their foreign travel -- 
started out with National -- I have booked several trips with Lufthansa, 
and so for this mainly, they have given me a first-class roundtrip ticket 
from New York to Bangkok. | 

Q. Who gave you the ticket? A. Lufthansa. 

Q. Would you spell that? A. L-u-f-t-h-a-n-s-a. It was Dick 
Hess -- H-e-s-s- -- and Count de Pappenheim -- P-a-p-p-e-n-h-e-i-m. 

Q. Was there any consideration given by you for this airplane 
ticket at Lufthansa? A. I don't believe I understand. : 

THE COURT: I think she has already answered that question. 

He wants to know -- really, what it boils down to is this: Did you get 
this ticket free from Lufthansa or did you do something or pay something 
to them in order to get it? 

THE WITNESS: Well, as Mr. Dick Hess has explained to me, 
they have requested me about just how many trips I have been able to 
direct to that -- | 

THE COURT: No, no, listen: -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: You pay for it -- 

THE COURT: Just a moment. Maybe I am not clear about this. 
Let me find out if I am: 

You tell us that you had a first-class ticket, an international 

ticket to some cities abroad, from Lufthansa, is that right ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: What he wants to know -- what we all want to 
know -- is what did you pay, or do, if anything, to ett the first-class 
ticket, do you understand that ? 
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THE WITNESS: Yes, I do. 

THE COURT: What is your answer ? 
THE WITNESS: I paid nothing for the ticket, but I have sold trips 
on Lufthansa on National ticket stock, of course. 

THE COURT: Do you mean by that that you recommended Luft- 
hansa instead, perhaps, of some other airline? 

THE WITNESS: That is right. That is right. 

THE COURT: And they knew that? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they have a record of it, whoever makes 
reservations. 

THE COURT: Did they give you this first-class ticket as a 
gratuity for having sent them customers ? 

THE WITNESS: Well, it is their privilege to give tickets to 
any airline employee. 

THE COURT: Do you understand? 

THE WITNESS: I suppose so. 

THE COURT: Didn't you say, before this question was last asked, 
that that is why they gave it to you, because you had routed customers to 
and through them to foreign ports? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Uh, huh. 

THE COURT: We will take the morning recess now. 

Now, members of the jury, please remember, and I am sure you 
have, that you must not talk about the case; and remember also that 
you shouldn't read anything about it. I have noticed one or two short 
items in the press, and the press representatives have been here most 
every day, for reasons known better to them, I must say, than to me. At 
any rate, do not read anything that may be in any of the Washington 
papers or any other papers, about this case to the end that when you 
finally get the case for your decision, your mind will be free of any 
possible influence outside of the courtroom. 

We will take ten minutes out. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the Court recessed.) 
(AFTER RECESS.) 
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(The Court reconvened at 11:40 a.m.) 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Miss Karikas, where did you get the money to pay your ex- 
penses on this trip around the world? A.I borrowed it from the bank. 
Q. What bank? A. Security Bank on Kay Street. 
THE COURT: What bank? : 
THE WITNESS: Security Bank on Kay Street. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. How much did you borrow? A. Three hundred dollars. 
THE COURT: Now, is this the trip that you were talking about ? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I borrowed money on pc aa 26th, 1960. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. I show you Defendant's Exhibit 9 and 10, marked for identifi- 
cation, and ask you whether you can tell us what these are. A. Yes, 
one is the note itself that I have signed; the other one is a deposit slip. 
Since I was going out of the country, I had to have an insurance on the 
money in case something happened to me, for 90 days. | 
THE COURT: I don't understand that -- an neon’ on what? 
THE WITNESS: On the loan, sir. | 
THE COURT: What do you mean -- insure the bank? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, so in case I crashed or something they 
would get the $300 from the insurance company. | 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. And did you use that money for your expenses on the trip? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Did you repay the loan? A. I have not yet been able to do so. 


Q. How much do you owe the bank? A. Three hundred dollars. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I would like to offer these, Defendant's 
Exhibit 9 and Defendant's Exhibit 10 in evidence. | 


THE COURT: Is there any objection? 
MR. SMITHSON: No. 
THE COURT: They may be received. 


(Defendant's Exhibits Nos. 9 and 10, 
previously described, were received 
in evidence.) 
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BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, where did you stay in these various cities when you got 
to Indonesia? A. My first stop in Bangkok, I stayed at the YWCA, which 
is sort of a student hostel; at Singapore, I had to stay overnight at a 
hotel; at Jakarta, Indonesia, the Embassy told me I was an unofficial guest 
of the State; they took care of all my expenses. On the way back at Singa- 
pore I had to stay at a hotel one night; Bangkok, I stayed with friends of 
mine, Hungarians; and in Rome I stayed at a Pensionat, and in Madrid, 

I stayed at the hotel even though I have friends and relatives in Madrid. 

Q. Now, during the time you were employed by National Air Lines, 
did you have occasion to see H. Neil Kelly? A. Yes, I did. 

THE COURT: Where and when is this? 

MR. SANDGROUND: During the time of her employ with National 
Air Lines, did she have the occasion to see H. Neil Kelly. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 


37 


Q. Would you tell us about this? A. He came in to purchase a 
ticket, I believe it was to Cuba, and he paid me by check, and -- 
Q. Was this a personal check? A. I think it was his personal 


check, yes. 

Q. And -- A. Andas I believe, he took the trip, but then the 
check was returned to us for no account. I tried to reach Mr. Kelly. 

THE COURT: No account? 

THE WITNESS: No account; yes, sir. 

THE COURT: What bank was it drawn on, do you know? 

THE WITNESS: I do not remember. 

THE COURT: A local bank? 

THE WITNESS: A local bank; yes, sir. I tried to reach Mr. 
Kelly about this, as we do with all checks that come back to us, to clarify 

it. I hadn't been able for some time, but then he came in again, 
and once more he wanted to purchase airline tickets for himself and 
some other person. And I said he would have topay cash for it since 
this check came back and said no account, and he said he would give me 
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a company check to make good this check that he has given me previously 
and also to cover these other airline tickets. And he did return and brought 
me a company check for this full amount totaling this amount. And I 
have given him the tickets. But since I had one bad experience with him, 
I have called up the bank, just after he went out the door, and found that 
there was again no account under this name or this company. So I rushed 
. out, and I tried to find Mr. Kelly. He was gone. So I noted the flight 
number, which he was to take, and I took a limousine out to the airport, 
and I had to take the tickets from him, and told him that I would have to 
file a complaint for my company for the other bad check. 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you so file your complaint? A. Yes, I aia. 

Q. Who did you file the complaint with? A. I did it, I believe, 
at that time at the request of Mr. Roe. | 

THE COURT: Who? 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Roe. 

THE COURT: Who is he? 

THE WITNESS: He was then district sales manager here in 
Washington. 

THE COURT: R-o-w-e? | 


THE WITNESS: No, R-o-e. 
THE COURT: R-o-e? 


THE WITNESS: R-o-e, Robert A. Roe. 
BY MR, SANDGROUND: | 
Q. Did you have any other communication with Mr. Kelly? 
THE COURT: Before you answer that, let's find out where she 
filed the complaint. | 
- MR, SANDGROUND: I am sorry, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Where did you file your complaint? 
THE WITNESS: I have given the statement to him, sir. 
THE COURT: To whom? 
THE WITNESS: To Mr. Roe, to our district sales office. 
THE COURT: Well, did you file 2 complaint? | 
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THE WITNESS: Well, it was a statement, I believe, that our 
insurance company requested from Miami. 

THE COURT: You gave it to Mr. Roe? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, did you have occasion to see Mr. Kelly again? A.I 
don't believe I ever saw him after that. 

Q. Did there come a time when you received a phone call from 
Mr. Kelly? A. Yes, I did. He called up our reservations department, 
and he left a name for me to call. We have an unlisted number so they 
have to call reservations if they want us to return the call, and I returned 
the call. 

Q. What name did he leave? A.Idon't remember. It was 
something like Mr. Evans. I called up stating my name and asked for 
Mr. Evans, and he said, "This is Kelly." And I told him about having 
filed a complaint, and he didn't seem to be disturbed about that, but then 
he asked me had the FBI questioned about it, and I told him yes, they 
certainly have, and he asked what I told them. I told him, well, I didn't 
know what to tell them, since I didn't know him just from casual meeting. 

Q. Have you ever gone out socially with Mr. Kelly? A. No, I 
have not. 

Q. Have you ever visited in his home? A. I didn't even know 
where his home was. 

Has he ever visited in your home? A. No. 

Did you ever give any money to Mr. Kelly? A. No, I haven't. 
Did you ever talk to Mr. Kelly about the refunding of checks? 
No, I haven't. 


Did you ever meet anyone from Deak & Company? A. No, I 


Did you ever meet Mr. Spector? A. No, I didn't. 

Ever meet Mr. Korenblatt? A. No. 

Did Mr. Kelly tell you anything about Mrs. Coan? A. Not 
that I can recall, no. 
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Q. Do you know any reason why Kelly might be antagonistic to you? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Why? A. Because the trouble I have given him on this check, 
I suppose. | 
Q. Now, the tickets referred to as Government Exhibits 2 through 
7, I would like to show you these. Would you look at these? 

(Handing the exhibits to the witness.) 

Did you ever see these tickets before they were shown to you 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation? A. No, I have not. 

Q. Do you know how these were typed? A. Well, from what I 
heard, they were typewritten on my typewriter. 

Q. Could you explain how this could happen, how this happened ? 
A. Well, the typewriter was accessible. 

Q. Where? A. Well, at my home, and Miss Dinstel stayed there. 
She had the full run of the house. She could do whatever she pleased. 

Q. Did you know anything about these tickets being prepared on 
your typewriter? A. No, I did not. | 

Q. Did you know anything about turning them in to Pan American 
World Airways? A. No. | 

THE COURT: What do you mean by that? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Turning these tickets in for a refund to Pan 
American World Airways. | 

THE WITNESS: No, I did not. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Did you participate in any plan to use the name, Anne White- 
side? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever see, or did you ever seenive!| six checks which 
were refund checks from Pan American World Airways from Mrs. Coan? 
A. No, I did not receive them from her, no, sir. 

Q. Did you in any way plan with Mr. Kelly a scheme to cash 
these checks? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you have any intent to take money from these checks ? 

A. No, sir. 
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Q. Did you ever steal a radio from Mrs. Coan? A. No, I did 


not. 

Q. Did she ever accuse you of stealing a radio from her apart- 
ment? A. No, she hasn't. 

Q. Did you ever steal a pair of ice skates from Mrs. Coan? 

A. No, I didn't; I have a pair of my own for the past eight years. 

Q. Did she ever accuse you of stealing a pair of ice skates from 
Mrs. Coan? A. No, she hasn't. 

Q. When the Federal Bureau of Investigation asked you for a 
sample of your handwriting, did you give it tothem? A. Of course. 

Q. Did you give it to them voluntarily? A. Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions, Your Honor. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, certainly, you don't mean to leave the impression that 
you are Miss -- you are Mrs. Johnston? A. It is Miss Karikas. 

THE COURT: I can't hear. 

THE WITNESS: It is Miss Karikas. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. You have never been married? A. No, I haven't. 

Q. You have not been married? A. No, sir. 

Q. And any information that you may have given the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation at one time that you had been married to a man 
by the name of Johnston, is inaccurate? A. Yes, it is; I am afraid so. 

Q. And you do have a child? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I overrule the objection. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell me -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: May we approach the bench, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yes.° 

(AT THE BENCH:) 


217 


MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, this girl has had a child out of 
wedlock. I don't understand Mr. Smithson asking that question. 

THE COURT: I don't know why he asked it. I think it is too late. 
Perhaps I can tell the jury something, I don't know whether I should or 
not. Here is the train of events in that connection up to now: I noticed 
when she first took the witness stand, I guess, -- anyway, she has a ring 
on her left ring finger -- : 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes. 

THE COURT: -- that I assumed was a wedding ring or engage- 
ment ring, one or the other. She has been referred to by all of us, me 
included, from time to time as, "Miss Karikas." And 50, as she was 
testifying, I asked whether she was a Miss or a Mrs., because of the 
ring, and she said Miss. Now, Mr. Smithson asked her the same question, 
if she is married -- Miss or Mrs. -- and she said it is Miss, and he 
asked her if she hadn't known -- well, in substance, if she hadn't told the 
FBI agent that she was Mrs. Johnston. | 


MR. SANDGROUND: All right. 
THE COURT: And she said no. Well, that eaves quite a state 


of confusion. I think, had I been examining her, I would have found out 
the truth in a different way, without bringing out the fact that she had a 
child. i 
MR. SMITHSON: She identified this child, and she gave us the 
information, Your Honor, that this was her child, that she was married 
to apilot. : 
THE COURT: Married? 
MR. SMITHSON: Married to a pilot of a non-scheduled airline. 
That was the information given to us, and this was the child of that lawful 
wedding. ! 
THE COURT: So you weren't suggesting -- 
MR, SMITHSON: I wasn't suggesting. 
THE COURT: You had better clear it up by mee her if she 
hadn't told the FBI agent, naming him, that she was married and the 


child was the child of the man. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I protest that, Your Honor; I think that is 
prejudicial. 

THE COURT: It is better than this is now. We are entitled to 
know whether she was married or not. 

MR. SANDGROUND: That's right, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. She says she wasn't in answer to his 
question. He adds she hada child. I think if he doesn't clear it up, it 
may hurt her. It may hurt her anyway. 

MR. SMITHSON: As to her credibility. 

THE COURT: If she has told an agent that she was married toa 
man named Johnston and had a child by him,that means it was a valid 

marriage and the child was not illegitimate. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I think Mr. Smithson is not 
trying to prosecute my client for the indictment; he is trying to prose- 
cute her for having a child out of wedlock. I protest -- 

THE COURT: No, no, he is not. 

MR. SMITHSON: You protest it. 

THE COURT: I think it is unfortunate, but have in mind this: 
That this witness is a defendant in this case; the co-defendant has im- 
plicated her, and herself, of course, as particeps criminis in this series 
of transactions. 

Now, your examination would portray this witness, or, through 
your questions she portrays herself, as the innocent victim of Mrs. 
Coan's machinations, and as otherwise innocent. She has explained, in 
her own fashion, everything in this case which is directed against her. 
I think that the District Attorney has a perfect right to show that she is 
altogether -- she said here in court that she was Miss, not Mrs., that 
she has never been married -- he should have asked her that first. 
Now, he has a right to and should, in order to bring the truth out, to ask 
her if it isn't a fact that she told an agent that she was married to a pilot 
named so-and-so and that the child was the child of the pilot. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think that it would be a lot fairer if he 
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would ask a question, "Isn't it a fact that you had a bastard child?" 
THE COURT: No, I don't agree. 

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE.) 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, Miss Karikas, do you know Special Agent Donald E. 
Walter? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. And do you recall at various times talking with Special 
Agent Walter? A. Yes. | 

Q. And do you recall specifically talking to him ‘on November 
17 of 1960? A. Ibelieve so, yes. 

THE COURT: I can't quite hear you. 

THE WITNESS: I believe so, yes, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Do you recall advising him that at that time that you had 
been married and were divorced from an H. M. J obnston of an 
unknown address and that you had a child, is that right? A. Yes, I 
have told him so, sir. 

Q. Now, you mentioned that you took this particular trip 
overseas by Lufthansa, that you planned that as your vacation, and 
you went to renew your acquaintance with a Mr. Sukarno -- do you 
recall your testimony in that regard? A. Yes, I do. ! 

Q. Do you had planned for some time, in fact from about the 
first part of October 1960, to make the trip, correct ? A. Yes, sir, 
even earlier. | 

Q. Even earlier. 

MR. SMITHSON: May I have Exhibit 21, please. 

(The exhibit was handed to Mr. Smithson.) 

MR. SMITHSON: This is the exhibit, Your Honor, about which -- 

THE COURT: I know what it is. 

MR. SMITHSON: I propose now to use it by virtue of the 
direct examination, 

THE COURT: You ask whatever it is that you olus appropriate; 
I will pass on it then. | 
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MR SANDGROUND: I want to approach the bench on this, 
Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

(AT THE BENCE:) 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I think that Mr. Smithson is 
now trying to do what Your Honor previously ruled that he could not. 

THE COURT: He probably is now, and may be able to. What 
do you want to ask? 

MRSMITHSON: Well, this has been a long planned trip; she 
had been friendly with Sukarno in New York, and other times she had 
invitations extended to her to come over, and she planned for some 
time, as she now states, to go over there. This particular note, re- 
ceived in evidence, addressed to Miss Kenny, "Now, the problem is 
to get out. Heré one not only needs an entrance visa but also an exit 
‘visa. Obviously, if she had planned it for some time, and it was not 


just a junket, she would have made such arrangements. 


THE COURT: She said that the Embassy, presumably our 
Embassy, as a favor to the President of Indonesia, apparently -- 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct. That's correct. 

THE COURT: -- had arranged for living arrangements, 
living arrangements and food for her stay in Jakarta so it didn't 
cost anything. If they were going to do all this, it seemed logical 
that they would have arranged for an exit visa. 

MR.SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I have no objection, but 
I have objection to the language -- Your Honor ruled that it could be 
ambiguous -- 

THE COURT: It is perfectly proper now. The situation has 
changed. I overrule the objection in advance. I don't know what 
the question is going to be; I will pass on them individually. You 
are not making a blanket objection? 

MR. SANDGROUND: All right, I would like to object individu- 
ally. 
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(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE.) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. You have told us, in addition, Miss Karikas, that you had 
planned this for some particular time, and the Embassy had put you 
up as an unofficial friend or guest of Mr. Sukarno? A. Not that the 
Embassy put me up. 

Q. Did you not tell us on your direct exarination by your 
attorney -- ‘A. No, the Embassy told me that I was an unofficial 
guest of the State. 

Q. Go ahead. A. I did not say that the Embassy had put me 
up. | 

Q. You were the unofficial guest of the State? A. Of Indonesia. 

Q. Of Indonesia. And, therefore, there would have been no 
question or difficulty for you to obtain any exit visa, would there? \ 
A. Yes, there would be, as it was explained by Captain Isaac. 


Q. You mean that the Embassy would cause difficulty, or 
Mr. Sukarno would cause difficulty in giving you an exit visa? 
A. Do you mean an exit visa from Jakarta, is that correct ? 

Q. I have reference to this particular language -- 


THE COURT: In your note written to -- 
MR. SMITHSON: Miss Kenny. | 


| 

THE COURT: -- Miss Kenny. | 

MR. SMITHSON: (Reading:) "Finally I made it. | Now, the 
problem. is to get out. Here one not only needs an entrance visa but 
also an exit visa, which takes about two days to get. The way I got 
here is a story in itself.” 

BY MR. SMITHSON: | 

Q. Now, you have told us that you were a guest of Mr. Sukarno. 
A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. And that you had planned it for some time. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You mean you had trouble with Mr. Sukarno getting an 
exit visa? A. No, I didn't; but it still had to go through channels, 
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and Capt. Isaac, who is in with President Sukarno as a guard, took 
my passport, and he told me that it would take two days to obtain 
the exit visa. I don't think President Sukarno can leave from -- on 
a moment's notice fran his own country. 

Q. Let me ask you this: When did you first meet Mr. Sukarno? 
A. I met him in New York when he was here for the’ United Nations. 

Q. When? A. That was in 1960. 

Q. What month? A. In the early part of fall. 

Q. Well, was it August, September, October? A. I would say 
it was some time in September. 

Q. In September, and you were up in New York? A. Of1960, 
yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Of 19- what? 

THE WITNESS: 1960. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And how many times did you meet him? A. I met him once. 

Q. Just once? A. That is right. 

Q. And was this at a public function or gathering, or was this 
a private, more intimate party? A. No, he was just leaving to return 
back to Indonesia, and his press secretaries and Dr. Sukardjo, who is 
Ambassador to the U.N., who later issued my visa to Indonesia, was 
there, and also newspaper reporters and other officials. 

Q. And you talked with him for a lengthy period of time? 
A. I talked with him for approximately half an hour. 

Q. This was at the airfield, at the airport? A. No, it was 
at the Waldorf. 

Q. At the Waldorf. Were you there in an official function or 
capacity for National Air Lines? A. No, I was not, no, sir. 

Q. Were you a guest of someone? A. No, I was not. 

Q. I see.| Who invited you? A. I went expressly to meet 
President Sukarno. 

Q. Isee., Did you have some press credentials so that you 


223 


could get in to see him? A. I hada note from the Embassy in 
Washington. 
THE COURT: What Embassy? 
THE WITNESS: Indonesia. 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And you knew someone to give you an introduction for 
that purpose? A. Yes, I knew several people there. 

Q. Now, you have told us , Mis Karikas, that you signed two 
instruments -- three, in fact -- but two particularly. ! 

MR. SMITHSON: May I have those checks, 11 through 17? 

(The exhibits were handed to Mr. Smithson) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. You also told us that at one time you were 2 accountant, is 
that correct? A. I -- 

Q. A bookkeeper, I beg your pardon, a bookkeeper ? A. Yes, 
sir. 
Q. For whom did you do your bookkeeping? A. Combined 
Airlines Ticket Offices. 

Q. Did you have experience as an accountant or in keeping books ? 
A. No, I did not. 

THE COURT: There are two separate questions in one. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is correct, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: Did you have any experience in accounting ? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Did you have any experience in bookkeeping? 

THE WITNESS: I picked it up at Combined Airlines Ticket 
Offices. | 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. But in any event, after you left Tour travel, around the 
end of March of 1959, you went to work and part of your duties was 
selling tickets, airline tickets, and making up the a for National 
Air Lines, correct? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. And you became well acquainted with such tariffs, 
domestic and foreign, as you would need to consult for that purpose ? 
A. Of course. 

Q. And, therefore, you knew what refund checks would be, 
isn't that true? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. You had done and known of that for some time before, 
isn't that correct? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And, of course, when you signed these things, as you now 
allege you signed, for the witness Joanne Dinstel Coan, they were 
made out in the fashion indicated there on the face, payable to a 
certain person, isn't that true? A. That is correct, sir. 

Q. Tell me, are you Hiriam Schonenberg, or in any way related 
to him? A. No, Iam not. 

Q. Or related to Donald Lee? A. No, I am not. 

Q. But you did write the names on the back, is that correct ? 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. You knew that constituted an endorsement, making this 
an instrument which is handled the same as cash, didn't you? A. Yes, 

I did. . 

Q. You say you did that to help Joanne Coan, is that correct ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, would you kindly tell us, then, if you did that to help 
Joanne Coan, why was it you denied to the FBI agent any knowledge 
of these checks? A. I denied any knowledge of scheme, sir. 

Q. Of the checks, I said to you, Miss Karikas; I am not 

talking about a scheme. A. I did not deny anything about the checks. 

Q. In fact, when you were shown photographic copies of those, 
you denied any knowledge, isn't that correct, down in my office in 

this Court House? A. No, sir, it is not. 

Q. Then if the agent so recalled, he is in error, is that 
correct? A. I don't beleive he can Say I denied any knowledge 
of the checks. 

THE COURT: He said that here in. court. 
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THE WITNESS: I didn't care to discuss them. — 
THE COURT: He testified here in court -- see if this 
refreshes your recollection or if he was mistaken or not telling 
the truth, whichever it may be: This is what he said in court 
the other day, Mr. Walter: 
When he first saw you, he didn't have the checks with him. 
The next time he saw you he did have them, and he asked you about 
them, and you denied any knowledge -- he showed you the tickets, 
in the first place, and you denied any knowledge, he said, of the tickets. 
The next time he had the checks as well, and he asked you 
about the checks and you denied ariy knowledge of the checks. 
The third and last time he saw you, he asked you again about 
the tickets, and you said you didn't have any knowledge of the tickets 
again, and he also, on that last occasion, said that he had the checks 
as well, and your reply to his question about the checks was that you didn't 
care to discuss them ? 
THE WITNESS: That is right. 
THE COURT: That was his testimony here in court, 
You are now being asked whether anything he said was true, or 
whether he was either mistaken or lying about it. | 


What is your answer ? 
THE WITNESS: I don't recall him asking me speciicaly 


about the checks, sir. 
THE COURT: At any time? | 
THE WITNESS: No, just in Mr. Smithson's office. 
THE COURT: Well, the last time he saw you, wherever it 
was, he says that you told him that you didn't care to discuss the checks. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. | 
THE COURT: Now, is that so? 
THE WITNESS: That is correct. 
THE COURT: That is correct. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And on the previous occasion, didn't you tell him that you 
knew nothing about any Pan American refund checks? A. I don't 
remember making a statement like that. 

Q. Now, actually now, Miss Karikas, you made this typewriter 
available to the witness, Miss Coan, in your apartment in July of 
1959, you say, while you were at work, is that your testimony to us 2 
A. That I placed it available to her? 

Q. In your apartment? A. I did not place it available to her. 
It was available to her whenever she chose. 

Q. In your apartment, Miss Karikas? A. In July? 

Q. Yes. A. I do not believe that we had gotten the typewriter 
back in July. 

Q. Well, didn't you tell us on direct examination that it 
was there, that it was your brother's typewriter, and it was available 

when she visited you in July? A. I don't remember making 
such a statement. In July, sir? 

Q. Isn't it a fact that you are now changing your story, that 
you recollect you first told Special Agent Walter that the typewriter 
wasn't returned until August or September by Joanne Coan? A. I 
am not changing my story. The typewriter has been up at Tour Travel, 
and I believe I have told Mr. Walter that it had been up there; I 
did not exactly remember when it was returned to us, and I think it 
was returned by Miss Dinstel. 

Q. Didn't you place it in August or September? A. It is 
quite possible, sir. 

THE COURT: Let me interrupt your examination a moment, 
because obviously you have left the subject. 

Do you still have those checks, Exhibits 2 through 7 before you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Will you look at each one of them. I want you to 
answer this question: 
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You testified that you did sign the signature Schonenberg 
and the signature Donald Lee on Exhibits -- was it 36 and 37? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, Your Honor. 

455. THE COURT: And that you actually signed those two and one 

other, that is, you signed three checks? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Look through those, and tell us which is the third. 

THE WITNESS: These are the tickets. | 

THE COURT: I beg your pardon? 

THE WITNESS: These are the tickets. 

THE COURT: The checks? What are the numbers? 

MR. SMITHSON: 11 through 17, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Look through them all, and tell us which was 
the third one that you signed. | 

(The witness examined the exhibits. ) 


THE WITNESS: These are the three. : 
THE COURT: Well, we know about Schonenberg and Lee. 
What is the other ? 


THE WITNESS: Ling Chen. 

THE COURT: Ling Chen? 

THE WITNESS: Ling Chen. 

THE COURT: Ling Chen? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And are you certain of that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Therefore, you are saying again that when the witness 
Joanne Coan admits that she was the one who wrote Ling Chen, she 
is mistaken about that? A. She must be, yes, sir. | 

Q. You admit to Ling Chen? A. As far asI can see from 
that, that must be it, yes. | 
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Q. Doesn't the name ring a bell with you? A. It was quite 
some time ago; it does not. 

Q. Weren't you at all concerned abont the forgery of the 
fictitious names on the back of the checks ? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: On what ground? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I don't think that is a proper question. 
It is a conclusion, forgery, and has certain legal implications. 

THE COURT: It also has a meaning, I think, for any layman. 

I overrule the objection. You may answer. 

Weren't you concerned about forging a negotiable check? 

THE WITNESS: I did not think of forgery, sir. 

THE COURT: What did you think of it as? 

THE WITNESS: I was just merely accommodating Miss 
Dinstel in signing the name of the person on the front to the other 
side, so that the names would look different, and that she could 

deposit them in the bank in New York, as she said she would. 

THE COURT: To whose account? 

THE WITNESS: To Tour Travel account. 

THE COURT: Now, you said in your direct testimony in 
that connection, that she told you that these payees on those checks 
had already gotten their refunds, did you na ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; uh, huh. 

THE COURT: And these checks -- they had already gotten. 
refunds and had gone away or -- 

THE WITNESS: Gone back to wherever they came from? 

THE COURT: -- gone back to their respective countries, and 
these were the checks they were to have gotten, but they had gone, and 
they were already paid? 

THE WITNESS: That is right, they recetved their money back 
in cash, I suppose. 

THE COURT: Now, you hid been, by that time, in the airline 
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business for quite a while, Flying Tigers and the freight line, and Com- 
bined Airlines, which is a passenger line, and possibly Tour Travel, 
and National Air Lines? | 


THE WITNESS: Right. 

THE COURT: Didn't you know, from your experience, by that 
time, that airlines just don't do that ? | 

THE WITNESS: Well, sir, it was on occasion, whenever we 


received Government transportation requests, which the traveler is 

required to sign with his name, when he gets an airline ticket, 
when he has left, and has taken his ticket, and ey used it, well, 
we just signed his name into that. 

THE COURT: Now, she said that they had already gotten a 
refund in cash. 

. THEWITNESS: That is right, 

THE COURT: Well, my question to you is this: 

Didn't you know that airlines don't do that; they do what these 
checks purport -- they pay the refund by check, so aa tae will 
have a record of it? 

THE WITNESS: A travel agency -- : 

THE COURT: Didn't you know they don't give ioe in cash? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes, they do, sir. 

THE COURT: They do? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: That didn't strike you as amos? 

THE WITNESS: No, it didn't. 

THE COURT: Why, thenifthey had already been ah by 
Tour Travel or Pan American -- 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Who did she tell you had refunded the money? 

THE WITNESS: The agency. 

THE COURT: Which agency? 

THE WITNESS: Tour Travel International. 


THE COURT: Tour Travel International? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Let me see if I understand you: She told you 
that Tour Travel had already paid the refund to these six or seven 
people in cash? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

THE COURT: And did she explain to you why this check was 
then being drawn payable to that individual ? 

THE WITNESS: No, I surmised that she got the refund 
which she was to deposit in the bank to the account of Tour Travel. 

THE COURT: Didn't that strike you as a rather odd transaction 
to pay in cash instead of by check, and then draw a check to a person 
by name who had already been paid, and then have Tour Travel 
through any one of their employees -- it wouldn't matter, it seems 
to me, which one of them, if they were going to engage in that kind 
of transaction, anybody could have endorsed them and put it back in 
their own account from which they had already paid these six or seven 
people cash money -- 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Didn't that seem involved? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: You mean it is a normal transaction? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know whether it is a normal transaction. 

THE COURT: Had you ever, prior to this, ever heard of such 
a transaction? 

THE WITNESS: Well, a travel agency, if you purchase a ticket 
from it in cash, and go back to the same person, all you have to do 
is give him back the ticket and he will give you cash. 

THE COURT: Having done that, he bought the ticket and he 
brings it back, and accepts the surrender of the ticket; you give him 
cash, you have already paid him. Do you then draw a check in his 
name when you know you have already paid him, and then have some- 
body endorse his name on the back of the check in writing, and deposit 
it in your account ? 
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THE WITNESS: I suppose you could. 

THE COURT: Have you ever heard of it being done? 

THE WITNESS: Not actually. 

THE COURT: Does it make any sense to you, that kind of 
a transaction? 

THE WITNESS: It did, yes, sir. 

THE COURT: It did. Well then, I take it, from what you say, 
that you didn't see anything wrong with it at all, being asked by her 
to sign these three checks ? 

THE WITNESS: No, I did not, 

THE COURT: Why didn't you ask her if she signed the others, 
why didn't she sign all seven of these, if there was nothing wrong about 
it, a normal transaction, didn't that occur to you? | 

THE WITNESS: No, because she wanted the a to be 
different on the other checks. | 

THE COURT: Why would they have to be different if they 


were going back in the same pocket -- why would ns have to be 
different ? 


THE WITNESS: I don't know, sir. 

THE COURT: Didn't it occur to you that that was odd'? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

THE COURT: You are not telling us now that you did some- 
thing which you knew at the time was wrong? You are not admitting 
that you did something that you knew was wrong or thought was wrong ? 
You just did it because it seemed all right, because it seemed per- 
fectly normal, is that right? Is that a fair statement? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I would say so, sir. 

THE COURT: Thatisall.: -- 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. Why didn't you tell the FBI agent, then? A. They were 
questioning me about some sort of scheme. ; 

Q. They told you about Pan American checks, didn't they, 
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Miss Karikas? A. I do not recall that, sir, in specifics. 

Q. You were interviewed three times, but you can't recall it? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I believe we have been over 
that line, and I object to that question again. 

THE COURT: I overrule the objection. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. You have a distinct recollection, nevertheless, not recalling 
that transaction, but you have a distinct recollection, at sometime in 
April or May 1959, while you were living, you allege, at 4500 Connecticut 
Avenue with Mrs. Joanne Dinstel Coan, the name of a photographer who 
took a picture of her, is that correct? A. No, sir. That was in October 
1960. 


Q. And, of course, in October of 1960, she wasn't in the District 
of Columbia, was she? A. Yes, she was. 

Q. Isn't it a fact that she was up at East Strassberg State Teach- 
ers College or State College? A. That picture, sir, was taken on October 


14, according to the photographer. 

Q. Is it not a fact that you took that picture out of her premises 
at 4500 Connecticut Avenue without her permission? A. When she was 
living at 4500 Connecticut Avenue, she had never even had that picture 
taken, since it was taken in 1960. 

Q. I am talking about the picture -- then, maybe we are talking 
about a different picture -- 

THE COURT: Yes. 21 is the middle one. Do you want the big 
one or the little one? 

MR. SMITHSON: There are three or four of them, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Three or four pictures, you mean? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I will take the noon recess now, while you run 
through those. 

You are excused, Miss. 

We will take the noon recess, ladies and gentlemen, until 1:45. 
That should give you time enough. 
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Remember, please, not to discuss during the luncheon recess or 
during any other recess, and do not read anything in the press, concern- 
ing this case, as I told you at the outset of the trial. You will recognize 
it as being this case by the headline or the first sentence -- don't read 
it at that point, because you will know it is about the case we are trying 
now. 


That will be all until 1:45. 
(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the Court recessed until 1:45 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
(The Court reconvened at 1:48 p.m.) 
Thereupon, 
CECILIA KARIKAS 
the defendant, resumed the witness stand and further testified as follows: 
CROSS-EXAMINATION - (Continued) 
BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Now, I believe that you have recited to us some of your em- 
ployment, but you haven't given us all of your i have you? 
A. No, sir, I haven't. 

Q. One time you were employed at Georgetown School or the 
Foreign Language Institute up on Massachusetts Avenue, isn't that cor- 
rect? A. No, I wasn't employed there, sir. 

Q. Tell me, this person, H. Neil Kelly, you told us that you met 
him at National Air Lines. A. No, I didn't meet him at National Air 
Lines. I did not tell you so, that I met him there originally. 

Q. But you told us you never attended any social functions with 
him,didn't you? A.I never went out with him socially. 

Q. Did you not, and were you not asked, did you ever associate 
socially, and did you not reply no? A. I don't remember now; it is pos- 

sible. 

Q. In fact, that is where you me this person, B. Neil Kelly, 
was at a social gathering or function of Georgetown University, back 
in 1955 or 1956, isn't that correct? A. That is what I thought; I did see 

| 
| 
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him at such a function, I believe, to my recollection -- the very first 
time I met Mr. Kelly was through a Mr. Sfarnas who was taking me to 
a streetcar stop, and he had to run upstairs for the record, and ask me 
to come with him and went to his office. 

THE COURT: How do you spell his name? 

THE WITNESS: S-f-a-r-n-a-s, James Sfarnas. And that is 
where I, for the very first time, met Mr. Kelly very briefly. 

BY MR, SMITHSON: 

Q. At Mr. Sfarnas' office? A. Yes. 

Q. This gentleman was taking you to a bus stop, you say? A. We 
were over at Channel 5, and Jim Sfarnas was over there, and he told me 
he would walk me up to 14th Street where I would take the streetcar, 
to the stop; I said, "All right, fine, I will;" and as we were walking up 
there, he told me that he had to stop by his office to pick up a record, 
and asked me to accompany him, which I did. 

Q. I see. Tell me, when did you leave National Air Lines? A.I 


left them right after my trip to Indonesia. 

Q. You took a two-weeks' vacation, and then took an extended 
period of leave after that, didn't you? A. Well, no; you see, I had two 
weeks' vacation coming to me from National Air Lines, which is annual 
vacation; one week I had taken previously to work in Los Angeles at the 
Democratic Convention; and I only had one more week coming to me, 


plus some time which I had worked in for the other people who were 
working at the office with me; and then I took a leave of absence, yes, 
sir. 

Q. And are you employed at present? A. No, I am not. 

MR. SMITHSON: I haven't anything else for the witness. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND : 

Q. Miss Karikas, on cross-examination, you were asked about 
procedures for the refunds of airplane tickets by His Honor. Had you 
ever refunded an airplane ticket in your employment in National Air 
Lines? A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. And while you were employed at Tour Travel, had you ever 
refunded a ticket? A. No, I did not. | 

Q. Now, do you know the procedure for someone in a travel 
agency refunding an airplane ticket? A. Not as to the procedure, but I 
do know of it, yes. | 

Q. Now, do you know what happens to an airplane ticket or the 
coupon when it is returned back to a travel agency? 

THE COURT: For a refund? 

MR. SANDGROUND: For a refund. 

THE WITNESS: They can go directly to the airline and get the 
refund for it, and they can send it in with their report, and are credited 
for it. 


BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. What happens if they take it directly to the airline? A. Well, 
they get the refund for it and then they just put it in their own account, 


back into their own account. 

Q. Do you know whether the refund would have the name of the 
travel agency on it? A. No, it would have the name of the traveler. 

Q. What would they do with the check made out to the traveler ? 


A. They would endorse it, stamp it, and deposit it. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I have no further questions. 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 


BY MR. SMITHSON: 
Q. You have, you say, this knowledge -- I take it that you ac- 


quired it after you left Tour Travel? 

THE COURT: Acquired what? 

MR. SMITHSON: This knowledge of refund Bets eaten is that 
correct ? | 

THE WITNESS: I couldn't specifically say just ‘when, sir. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. Well, you know, as a fact, do you not, that the travel agencies 
do not give cash refunds? A.I do not know of such a one that they 
do not give cash refunds, no. 

Q. You know that they do or nt? A.Iam prety sure that they 
do give cash refunds to customers, yes. 
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Q. They give cash refunds to customers for $7,167, six checks 
for $1194 in cash? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Objection, Your Honor, I don't think that is 
a proper question. 

THE COURT: I overrule the objection. I think it is. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, they do, if the tickets were purchased 
by that agency, in that agency, they would, yes. 

BY MR. SMITHSON: 

Q. And they would have that money so they could immediately 
go to the till, you know of your experience that they would have $7,000 
and give ittothem? A. They could either give it to them in cash or 

give some checks. 

Q. Let's go to the point. Have you ever seen someone re- 
funded $7100 in cash? A. I have never seen that much money in 


my whole life. 
Q. You are speculating as to what could be done because you 


don't know, do you? A. DoI think -- I think that this is being done 
or that, or do I know it for certain? 

Q. I will withdraw the question; it may be confusing. 

Let me ask you this: 

In all of your experience with Tour Travel for the two months 
you were with them, did you ever see a refund made in cash of $7100? 
A. I haven't seen any refund made at Tour Travel; I paid no attention 
to it. 

THE COURT: Or National Air Lines? 

THE WITNESS: National Air Lines, sir, has a procedure 
there, we can put the ticket in an envelope which is also the check, 
that we give back to the passenger. Several of the airlines have this, 
I don't know which ones; National is one of them. 

[BY MR. SMITHSON: ] 

Q. You are putting the coupon, the returned ticket coupon, 
with the check in an envelope? A. No, no; you see the little stub 
that you had that is torn off from an envelope, which is the actual check, 
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and what we do in that case, since we are the airline and not 
representing an airline, we just put the ticket in there, and we sign 
it, and give it back to the passenger; and he can either deposit it in 
his bank or we can immediately cash it for him right there. 

Q. And it is cashed at that point, is it not? A. Yes. 

Q. And you know, as a fact, do you not, that the travel 
agencies will not refund on a particular line nor any line -- that 
they insist that it go back to the carrier, and that the refund come from 
the carrier, isn’t that correct? A. No, I do not know that. 

Q. You went on to say that you had some experience and 
knowledge about the Governmenttravel requests, and you have said 
that you, as a travel or ticket agent, have signed the name of certain 


travelers on the back of such requests when they have been left 


with you, did you not? A. Yes, sir; once they have left on their 
trip, and we couldn't get to them. 

Q. Do you know as a fact, that there is, in fact, a 2 penalty, 
a fine, connected with such an act? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object to that question, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: He is asking her if she knows, and Ithink 

she must answer that. I overrule that objection. 

Do you know that? 

THE WITNESS: No, I do not, sir. 

MR. SMITHSON: I have nothing else, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I suppose that you didn't have a piano in your 
apartment, did you? | 

THE WITNESS: I did not, no, sir. 

THE COURT: Well, you say you did n 

THE WITNESS: Joanne did when I was living with her; she 
had a baby grand piano. 

THE COURT: Did you ever see or hear her play? 

THE WITNESS: The only answer, the only thing I heard her 
play was approximately three or four bars of Grieg's Piano Concerto 
in A Minor. | 
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THE COURT: Let me ask you another question: You said 
you hoped for a career as a Singer. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: What did you ever do to further that along’? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I have participated in U.S. O. Shows. 

THE COURT: What -- U.S.O.iShows? 

THE WITNESS: U.S.O. Shows for Service men, both here 
andinCanada. I have done singing for Hungarian affairs. 

THE COURT: Did you ever -- go ahead, I didn’t mean to 

interrupt you. 

THE WITNESS: Go ahead. 

THE COURT: Well, did you have occasion or attempt to 
elicit the aid of any professional entertainers ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I did. 

THE COURT: To assist you in making a career out of that ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: You mentioned only one; that is Mr. Belafonte; 
is he the only one? 

THE WITNESS: No, he was not. He is a good friend of mine; 
also the manager of Mr. Frank Sinatra, who is Vice President of 
MCA, Music Corporation of America, Mr. Bobby Burns, and also 
Joe Pasternak, who has been an old friend, and, as a matter of fact, 
he is the one who did encourage me to take my career seriously, 
and that I had a good future in the movies. 

THE COURT: Did any of them live in New York? 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Belafonte does live in New York, I 
believe. 

THE COURT: He is the only one you mentioned earlier. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: I wondered if there were any others. 

THE WITNESS: In New York, I have also another very good 
friend, Armand Ertigan, who is part owner of Atlantic Record 

Corporation. 
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THE COURT: But when you went to New York, you say, to 
have these pictures taken -- | 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: -- am Ito understand that that wee at the suggestion 
of Mr. Belafonte or in connection with your talking with him ? 

THE WITNESS: It was in connection with my raiing with him 
in regard to my career. | 

THE COURT: Well, when you went to New york, and had 
these pictures taken, did you see the man who is the man you just 
gave us? : 

THE WITNESS: I have spoken with him on the telephone. 

THE COURT: In New York? 

THE WITNESS: I could not see him, because he! was very 


tied up. 
THE COURT: But you didn't see Mr. Belafonte, either? 
THE WITNESS: I am speaking about Mr. Belafonte that time. 


THE COURT: I am talking about the other. 

THE WITNESS: Oh, Mr. Ertigan? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: I have also spoken with him on the telephone. 

THE COURT: Well, did you see him and talk on the phone when 
you went toNew York on the occasion you met Miss Coan? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; | 

THE COURT: You didn't mention him earlier; I wonder why? 

THE WITNESS: I did not think of it, sir. ! 

THE COURT: The only one you thought of at that time was 
Mr. Belafonte? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, because he was going into the production 
of motion pictures, and he was widening his activities. 

THE COURT: At that time, when he was doing that, what 
was Mr. Ertigan doing? | 

THE WITNESS: Well, I don't know: He was in New York 
all the time; he is supervising the making of records, mostly jazz. 
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THE COURT: Weren't you also interested in seeing him 
when you went to New York? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, but I had no demonstration record; 
that is what he would like from me. 
THE COURT: That is all I want to ask, 
BY MR. SANDGERO UND: 
Q. To finish up this same line, if I might ask another 
question: Did you ever perform professionally in the line of singer 
or entertainer? A. Well, the last show I did was with Mr. George 
Jessel. 
THE COURT: Now, when was that? 
THE WITNESS: That was in January, I believe, of this year. 
THE COURT: Of what year? 
THE WITNESS: This year. 
THE COURT: Did you know him when you went up to New 
York and saw him? . 
THE WITNESS: No, I didn't know him at that time, no. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Would you mark these as Defendant's 
11 and 12 for identification? 
(Defendant's Exhbits 11 and 12, two photo- 
graphs, were marked for identification.) 
THE COURT: Have you seen these, whatever they are? 
MR. SANDGROUND: I am going to have them marked and 
show them to Mr. Smithson. 
THE COURT: You had better let me see them before you do. 
(The exhibits were handed to the Court.) 
THE COURT: Come to the bench, please. 
(AT THE BENCH:) 
THE COURT: Now, what is your theory about these? 
MR: SANDGROUND: To corroborate her own story that she 
isa professional. 
476 THE COURT: They couldn't possibly do that.. They couldn't 
corroborate it any more than the pictures of Mrs. Coan corroborate 
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the truth or falsity of it. They don't corroborate anything. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I will withdraw them, then. _ 

THE COURT: They are offered, obviously, in connection 
with my question. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, sir. pas 

THE COURT: My question, for your information, if you didn't 
catch on, my inquiry in that connection was quite candidly this: If 
she seriously wanted a career and was trying to further a career 
or make one, it occurred to me that she wouldn't confine herself 
to just one professional helper, there would be several. It turns 
out that there were several, one of them who is already in New York. 
She picked out Mr. Belafonte. I frankly wondered, though I am not 
going to say anything about it, of course, whether the fact that we 
have colored jurors may have accounted for the selection of Belafonte 
only. 


MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor, I assure you, on my 


reputation, she told me that story, to back that up. 

THE COURT: I understand that. I have na doubt she told you 
that. I am not going into it or let Mr. Smithson go into it to prove 
that she was, because it is incidental -- it was based solely upon 

the fact that he was the only professional entertainer that 
she had mentioned here earlier -- she has given a reason wh -- 
and he is a Negro entertainer and there are Negroes on the jury. 

It turns out that there were non-Negroes who were helping her, too. 
I wondered why she didn't mention it earlier, and I didn't go beyond 
that. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: I don’t want to go into it. 

(Off the record discussion.) 

MR. SANDGROUND: I will withdraw these, Your Honor, 

and have no further questions. | 
(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE.) 

MR. SANDGROUND: I will withdraw these, Your Honor, 

and have no further questions. | 
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THE COURT: That is all. 
(Witness excused.) 
* * * 
DAVID ROSENBERG 
called as a witness in behalf of the defendant, being first duly 
sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. What is your full name and address, sir? A. It is 
David Rosenberg, 1814 Irving Street, Northwest. 

Q. What is your profession, sir? A. I work for the Navy 
Department, as an Art Director for the Navy's Morale Service, in 
the Bureau of Personnel. 

THE COURT: In what? 

THE WITNESS: In the Bureau of Naval Personnel, sir. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Do you have any other profession? A. Yes, I havea 
part-time employment with the District of Columbia Recreation 
Department as their full guide director, Director of their National 
Capital Folk Festival of All Nations. 

Q. Sir, did there come a time when you met Miss Cecilia 
Karikas? A. Yes, at several occasions, where in organizing the 
Nationality Groups of the Washington area into a Festival Event, that 
would show the cross-section of the different cultures that are pre- 
sent in any American community, I had reason to contact various 
Embassies and nationality groups. 

Q. When did you first meet Miss Cecilia Karikas? A. I 
think it was about 1954, '55, I am not exactly sure. 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you met Miss Joanne 
Coan or Joanne Dinstel? A. Yes. 

Q. How did you meet her? A. I was invited with a friend of 
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mine to drop in for cocktails at her apartment, that Cecilia Karikas 
had just moved in with this young lady, wanted to show us the new 
place she was living at. | 

Q. Now, who was present at that time, and when was it in 
point of time? A. It was early in the evening. 

Q. In point of time, month and year, sir. A. Oh, it was, oh, 
a couple of years after I had known Miss Karikas. I had known her, 
her talent and singing. 

Q. Do you remember the address of this apartment ? A. No, 
I am sorry, I don't. 

Q. Do you remember what street it was on? A. No, Iam 
sorry. 

THE COURT: Would you know if you heard the aa now, 
or address? | 

THE WITNESS: Perhaps. | 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: } 

Q. It was at 4500 Connecticut Avenue, Northwest in the 
District of Columbia? A. It sounds like it might be a Connecticut 
Avenue address; the apartment was a type of that -- ea be in that 
area, I am sure. 

THE COURT: Do you know whose apartment it was? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it was this Joanne -- I think it's the 
young lady who playedthepiano -- would that be her? | 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, did you have a conversation with Joanne Dinstel 
at that time? A. Yes, generally, about music and the -- my interests. 

Q. Did she tell you whether anyone was living with her at 
that time? A. Well, yes, I understood that. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I think we ought to approach 
the bench. | 

THE WITNESS;. Cecilia, I think. : 

MR. SMITHSON: We ought to approach the bench. 

THE COURT: All right. 
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(AT THE BENCH:) 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I don't know what counsel 
proposes to elicit from the witness. Therefore, I can't make much 
objection. I think there should be some bar, as to how far he can go 
in this, because I submit to the Court that it is irrelevant and im- 


material, and it is not proper evidence if it goes to any assertions 
on the part of the witness Joanne Coan that she has already admitted 
to; if it is anything which she has denied, if he is offering to do that, 
I still think it is objectionable; but I think that I should make my 

objection up here. 

MR. SANDGROUND: May I make a simple statement? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Joanne Coan said on the witness stand 
that Cecilia Karikas never lived with her. That was her testimony. 

MR. SMITHSON: No. 

THE COURT: No. 

MR. SANDGROUND: She said that she never lived with her 
for any period; she only stayed sporadically with her. They never 
lived together, sometimes she stayed there but never more than a 
week. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's right. 

THE COURT: That's right. 

MR. SANDGRO UND: This witness will testify that Joanne 
Coan told him that Cecilia Karikas was her roommate and was 
living with her. 

THE COURT: There are two things wrong with that, at least 
in part, in that it doesn't really negate what the witness said, that 
it was sporadic; she could have been a roommate for a week, and it wouldn't 
be meaningful. The other thing is that you never asked her, you didn't 
lay a foundation for this impeachment, because you didn't ask Joanne 
Coan if she ever told this witness that Cecilia Karikas was her room- 
mate. 
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MR. SANDGROUND: I missed that. I accept Your Honor's 
ruling. I have no more things to ask. I won't -- I am not going to 
press this thing about the music. 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't care -- press it if you like -- 
that's up to you. | 
(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE.) 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Mr. Rosenberg, how long have you known Miss Karikas fg 
A. I would say, oh, since about 1954, or '55, at the National Capital 
Folk Festival. | 


Q. Do you know other people who know Miss Karikas? 
A. Oh, yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Many or few? 

THE WITNESS: Well, many would be people who heard 
her perform, and few, my immediate acquaintances. 

THE COURT: The question is: Do you know other people 


who also know her, not people who heard her play or sing, but who 
know her personally ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, one named -- 

THE COURT: Not just one. 

THE WITNESS: One who knows her very well, I would say, 
amd who is a good friend of mine. 

THE COURT: Generally speaking, who is acquainted with 
her without _ necessarily being friends, but people whom you know 
who are fairly well acquainted with her -- you are about to be asked. 

THE WITNESS: I know an organization. : 

THE COURT: About her reputation -- who know her -- 
about her character, you will be told about. First, I want to know if 
you knew other people who also knew her, not ga ene 
but who knew her in the real sense. ! 

THE WITNESS: Well, I wouldn't say they knew -- ligeople 
that I met during the year, and it would be very difficult to know all 
of these people -- but I do know people who appreciate her, is the 


best way I can answer that. 

THE COURT: Appreciate what? 

THE WITNESS: Miss Karikas and her attitude and cooperation 
with the Folk Festival observation. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. I will see what comes of this. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I don't know myself , Your Honor. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. ‘Mr. Rosenberg, did I meet you about 12:45 today? A. No, 
sir, I spoke with you the first time about 6:00 p.m., last night at 
the suggestion of the Judge. 

THE COURT: You say at my suggestion? 

THE WITNESS: No, to get in touch. 

THE COURT: Oh, you are the one who called me on the 
phone ? 

THE WITNESS: Right. Up until that time -- 

THE COURT: I can assure you all our conversation was 

innocent. 

THE WITNESS: Oh, well, I got the message -- I can explain. 

THE COURT: You don't have to. 

THE WITNESS: I got a message. 

BY MR. SANDGROUND: 

Q. Now, sir, based upon people you know, do you have an 
opinion as to the reputation of Cecilia Karikas in this community 
for truth and veracity? Would you answer -- 

THE COURT: Don't jump at the answer to that, sir. We 


do not seek from you, we expressly do not want from you, your own 
opinion about it, if you have one. We want to know, if you know, 
other people who know her, who have an opinion about her reputation 
for truth and veracity -- nothing else -- just that. 

THE WITNESS: I can think of four people I think would 
join with me in saying -- 

MR, SMITHSON: Objection -- 
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THE COURT: Who join with him. 

THE WITNESS: Whom I can depend upon. 

THE COURT: Who beleive what about her se ci for 
truth and veracity? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I would say that I would. 

THE COURT: What do they think? 

THE WITNESS: They would think that she would be a person 

you could rely upon in many ways. | 

THE COURT: Al right; | 

THE WITNESS: And in other words, every time she has 
made a statement to me she has kept her word. I have no reason 
to doubt it. Iam sure that these people I know would go along with 
that. | 

MR. SMITHSON: I move to strike the answer. It is not 
proper, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I agree. We run into this, of course, with 


reputation evidence all the time. It is very difficult to do anything 
about it. The answer doesn't help us at all. | 
MR. SANDGROUND: I have no further sinatra’ 


THE COURT: I strike the testimony of this witness, and 
instruct the jurors to ignore the testimony of this witness, because it 
has no probative value in this case at all. | 

That is all, Mr. Rosenberg. ! 

THE WITNESS: I am sorry. 

THE COURT: You are excused. You don't have to wait. 

(Witness Excused.) : 
* * 

MARY M. HAYDEN 

called as a witness in behalf of the defendant, being first duly sworn, 

was examined and testified as follows: | 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SANDGROUND: 
Q. Miss Hayden, you will have to speak up ina big loud voice so 
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that everyone can hear you. 

Would you tell us your full name and address? A. Yes, Mary 
Mercedes Hayden, 1728 Massachusetts Avenue, Northwest. 

Q. By whom are you employed, Miss Hayden? A. Courtesy 
Associates. 

Q. What is Courtesy Associates? A. It is a firm which offers 
a variety of services. We have telephone secretarial service, we also 
offer management for banquets and conventions. 

Q. What is your position with Courtesy Associates? A. Iam 
the manager of the telephone secretarial service. 

Q. Did there come a time that you met Miss Cecilia Karikas? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When was that? A. This was December of 1959. 

Q. Was this in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Have you known her continuously since that date? A. Yes, 
I have. 

Q. Under what circumstances did you meet her? A. She was -- 
we were looking for someone to do part time work with our firm. So 


after I interviewed her in December, she came to work for us in January 
60. 


Q. Now, do you know other persons who know Miss Karikas? 
A. Yes, I do. 

Q. And have you -- 

THE COURT: Let's find out first, because sometimes the answer 
will stop us right there -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Iam sorry, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Did you know few or many people who also knew 
Miss Karikas? 

THE WITNESS: Few, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: How few? 

THE WITNESS: I knew one other person. 

THE COURT: There you are. That can't under any conceivable 
circumstances -- 
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MR. SANDGROUND: No further questions. 


* * * * 
(AT THE BENCH) 

MR. SANDGROUND: For the record, I would like to make a 
motion that the indictment -- the first motion is that the entire indict- 
ment be dismissed against my client, Cecilia Karikas. The second 
motion is that all counts of the indictment, except the counts concerning 
the three checks that she admits signing, be dismissed. ! 

Now, I would like to make a third motion. Since the Government 

rests, I don't think that they proved one part of their case 
enough to get to thejury on. Two points: First, as to this theft in inter- 
state commerce, and the stolen property of the checks, I don't think 
they proved that. 

Second,I don't think they proved that she ever got any money, 
outside of one witness’ testimony, which is almost beyond belief, in my 
opinion, I submit, the testimony of Mrs. Coan. Based on that, I would 
like to make a motion that the indictment be dismissed. | 

THE COURT: What do you have to say about the interstate counts? 

MR. SMITHSON: If Your Honor has a chance to look at the 
instructions, you will find that the instructions show that the Government 
doesn't even have to show that she knew the checks would go in interstate 
commerce. All I have to show is that she knowingly did a forgery on the 
checks, which on the face, have traveled in interstate commerce, as 
these did. 

THE COURT: What establishes that it had to and is in fact? 

MR. SMITHSON: The very face of the Bankers Trust Company 
of New York; the fact that the bank officer said these checks were 
credited. 

THE COURT: The fact that it was drawn on a New York bank 
would mean that she, or anyone who endorses such a check, would 


have to know, sooner or later, in the banking process it would end up 
in New York. | 
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MR. SANDGROUND: I just made my motions. 
THE COURT: Yes, I will deny your motions. 
“(Monday, March 27, 1961 
520 ‘DISCUSSION IN CHAMBERS ON INSTRUCTIONS 
THE COURT: Counts 1 through 12 involve airline tickets. 
MR. SMITHSON: Right. 
THE COURT: Now, Count 1 charges forgery. Count 2 specifi- 
cally charges uttering. 
. SMITHSON: That is correct. 
THE COURT: So why tell them that they used to be separate 


and now are one? 


It is not a simple case. This is what one charges. 

MR. SMITHSON: I can see that there may be confusion if you 
tell them the distinction now, under the statute. 

THE COURT: I don't see any need for it. Actually the case is 
written for lawyers. 

MR. SMITHSON: I can see that. 

THE COURT: SoI would take out paragraph 3: 

At common law the crimes of forgery and uttering were 
different substantive crimes. By the terms of the forgery statute in the 
District, there is no crime of uttering, rather the uttering is considered 
to be a forgery. 

The same, it seems to me, is true of paragraph 4. 

MR. SMITHSON: Except for this, the latter part, "If the intent 
to defraud can be shown by acts or circumstances other than by the 

521 uttering, the forgery is complete. Likewise, there can be a 

conviction where merely the uttering can be proved. ™ 

THE COURT: I think I agree with th@last part. I would take 
out the first two sentences of paragraph 4. 

MR. SMITHSON: All right. 

THE COURT: I would like this in my own language, anyway, 
because I like to simplify it. 

MR. SMITHSON: I have no pride of authorship. In fact, there 


is a little plagiarism there. 
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MR. SANDGROUND: That is what I was going to object to. I 
have no objection to the rest. | 

THE COURT: No. 1 is changed. 

Government's request for instructions, No. 1, granted as 
changed. 

ow, Mark, I don't find, as I say, any fault with the others. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection to proposed instruction No. 2. 

THE COURT: All right. Let me write this down. 

And 3? | 

MR. SANDGROUND: Three, Your Honor, the second paragraph 
from the bottom, starting with the words, "The fact that the defendant 
knew that the endorsements on the checks involved in the instant indict- 
ment were forged may be established, as it was done in this case, by 


proving that she herself forged them if you find beyond a reasonable 


doubt from the evidence adduced that the defendant did in fact 
endorse certain of the checks in question." 

That is all one sentence and that is, I feel, tremendously con- 
fusing. I think it should be broken down. 

THE COURT: How would you change that? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I would eliminate that paragraph. 

MR. SMITHSON: No. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I don't want to tell the Geverninent what to 
do but five lines and all one sentence seeming to run on, I think should 
be broken down. ! 

I think the law is not being stated very aptly. I don't think there 
should be language here, " established, as it was done in this case, ™ 
because it is up to the jury to decide that. | 

MR. SMITHSON: All right. Why not strike that out? 

THE COURT: That paragraph actually refers only to Donald 
Lee, Schonenberg, and Ling Chen. 

MR. SMITHSON: Ling Chen. 

THE COURT: They are the only three she admitted. But I have 
proposed to refer to the defendants by the fact that one of them has 
pleaded guilty. | 
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The defendants -- namely, that if they find beyond a reasonable 
doubt that whoever it may be who had endorsed the forged checks, or 
drew up the tickets, refund tickets, that whoever did it, if either one 

. -. aided the other in doing it, they would both be guilty. 

MR. SMITHSON: Suggest something, then. Would Your Honor 
look at that paragraph as he would like it -- read it -- "The fact that 
the defendants knew that the endorsements on the checks ..." 

THE COURT: Defendants plural. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is right. "that the endorsements on the 
checks involved in the instant indictment were forged may be established 
if you find beyond.a reasonable doubt from the evidence adduced that 
the defendants did in fact endorse certain of the checks in question." 

THE COURT: That would do. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection to that. 

THE COURT: Strike out, "As it was done in this case, by proving. ." 

MR. SMITHSON: "By proving that she herself forged them.” 

THE COURT: "May be established, if you find beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the defendants. ." 

MR. SMITHSON: "Did in fact endorse certain of the checks in 
question." 

THE COURT: That would do it, in view of what is going to 
follow. 

I don’t see anything wrong with the rest of that. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No, I don't, Your Honor, despite the fact 
that one has pled. 

I have no objection to Government's No. 4. 

I object to No. 5, both in substance and on the basis of what is 
proved in the case. 


The first paragraph is all one sentence. I think it is confusingly 
drawn but I object to the substance. 

THE COURT: Let's start again on 5. 

MR. SANDGROUND: The whole first paragraph of 5 is one 
sentence and not only do I find that it is long drawn out and confusing, 
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but I object to the language in the last phrase, "Then the jury is told 
that the defendant must have intended that the checks be a across 
state lines for collection.” 

I think again this is in the province of the jury and the Court 
should not state to the jury, "Then the jury is told that the defendant 
must have intended." 

I think it is up to the jury to find beyond a reasonable doubt all 
of the intentions of the defendant. 

MR. SMITHSON: I disagree with that as to the finding on forgery 
and uttering. 

In other words, to send that -- if you read the Sheridan case 
and the Taylor case, they held the Government has no burden to show 
there was any intention or knowledge in the slightest degree. 

THE COURT: Because the check is drawn. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is right. 

THE COURT: Now, you refer in the first paragraph -- 

MR. SMIFHSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: Utter the airline tickets. 

MR. SANDGROUND: There is nothing on the face of the tickets 
to me to show that it would go in interstate commerce. | 

MR. SMITHSON: The checks are limited to interstate, because 
that is what is underlying, because you see -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think it is very confusing -- one sentence. 

THE COURT: If you stated aided and abetted in the unlawful 
forgery of the airline tickets in question, then you pick up, you have a 


disjunctive or because -- comes to forged or uttered or aided and 
abetted in the forgery and uttering of the checks era which is the 
disjunctive portion. 

Need there be any reference in Count 5 to the airline tickets at 
all, because you are dealing with the checks. They are the only things 
that went in interstate commerce. 

MR. SMITHSON: If you want to eliminate the reference there to 
the airline tickets, I would have no objection. 
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THE COURT: How would you do it? 

MR. SMITHSON: I would suggest that you stop with the words, 
in the second line with the word, "defendant," -- that the defendant, 
srtike from that point on out and all of line 3. 

THE COURT: Wait a minute. "That the defendant," strike the 
rest of that second line? 

MR. SMITHSON: Right. Begin with -- all of line three and 
"question or™ in line 4. 

THE COURT: Yes. That will do it. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think that helps, but for the record, I 
still object to the language, “then the jury is told that the defendant 
must have intended..." 

THE COURT: How would you change it? 

Must have known? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Must have known. 

THE COURT: And, therefore intended. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I don't like the word “intended”. I 
wouldn't objectito the word "known." But so much of this case depends 
on the jury finding intent and I object to anything ---- 

MR. SMITHSON: Your intent -- she had an intent to -- if had 


intent to -- we are beyond -- it is the intention of this thing to go in 


interstate commerce -- checks, and we don't have to hold -- show that 
intent. 
:.. MR. SANDGROUND: Assume a jury found that she had the in- 
tent to send the checks in interstate commerce, but did not have the 
intent to defraud. I think they would have to find the defendant 
not guiity. 
MR. SMITHSON: If she didn't have the intent to defraud, yes. 
THE COURT: I have covered that. 
MR. SANDGROUND: That is why I am worried about the 
word “intended” so the jury won't get confused and think in their minds, 
although we found she had no intent to defraud the Judge tells us as a 
law that the defendant must have intended that the checks be sent 
across state lines -- thus raise the spector of a crime in interstate 
commerce. 
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MR. SMITHSON: That sentence doesn't say she is guilty. It 
says must have intended they be sent across state lines for collection. 


That is all it says. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object to the language. 

THE COURT: I think it is correct under Sheridan and Taylor. 

I think I will leave that alone. You have got to have an intent 
to defraud, even on a charge of sending through interstate commerce. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is right and you will cover that in your 
general instructions on 2314. | 

THE COURT: Yes. 

I think I can take care of that all right. I will grant this with 
the changes. The rest of it is all right, I guess. Simply say there, 

as you have already been instructed there must have been an 
intent to defraud. | 

What about 6? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think Government's 6 is all right, Your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection to 6. 

THE COURT: Seven? 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection to 7, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Eight? 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection to 8. 

THE COURT: Nine? 

MR. SANDGROUND: Yes, I object to 9. 

THE COURT: Let me read it. 

Well, what is wrong with that? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I believe it does not -- 

THE COURT: For instance, let's take an illustration which may 
be -- take the case of possession of stolen property. Unless the posses- 
sion is satisfactorily explained by the circumstances, or otherwise 
accounted for, there is a presumption that it is guilty possession. 

Now these tickets and the bank checks, if they have been forged 
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and are in possession of the defendant, it raises the presumption, it 
seems to me, of guilty possession. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I disagree. 

MR. SMITHSON: There is a basis for it from the evidence. 
That is why I submitted it. 

THE COURT: I haven't read Bollenbach and Brubaker, which 
you cite. - 

What do they hold? 

MR. SMITHSON: I have read them inthe past, but I would not 
mislead you and say I have read them inthis. This is one that I pre- 
pared in the Coulter and Hill case. 

It was used by me in this type of a case where certain money 
orders, certain witnesses claimed had been stolen. The defendants 
say they legitimately obtained possession of them in the crap game, 
which were not made out when they got them, were made out by these 
defendants according to certain directions of one of the participants in 
the card game, and then caused to do theforgery, uttering, and sent 
into interstate commerce. 

This instruction was used, andI say the factual basis is similar. 

THE COURT: I am going to grant this. 

MR. SANDGROUND: One other objection to 9. The last sentence, 


“The same inference may reasonably be drawn from a false explanation 


of such possession." 

I don't believe that accurately summarizes the evidence or is 
proper for the Court to state. 

THE COURT: Well, if there was a false -- it seems to me if 

there was a false explanation of the possession, it seems to me 
the inference of guilty possession is even stronger. 

I will grant 9. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object. 

THE COURT: Ten. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I object to 10, to the first paragraph of 10, 
“Unless and until outweighed by evidence to the contrary, the presump- 
tion is that every person knows what the law forbids and what the law 


requires to be done." 

THE COURT: I don't see that the first paragraph in this in- 
struction is necessary at all. 

Take out-of itthe word "therefore'’-—-in the second paragraph, and 
it would read, "It is reasonable to infer that a person intends the natural .. 
and probable consequences of acts he knowingly did, so unless the contrary 
appears from the evidence, the jury may draw the inference that an 
accused intended all of the consequences which one standing in like 
circumstances should reasonably have expected to result from any act 
knowingly done." co 

MR. SMITHSON: Frankly, Your Honor, I put that first clause 
in to emphasize the fact on the proof of the prosecution of the knowledge 
of the accused of the particular act as a violation of the law. 

Sometimes the jury have expressed, as was done in that other 

case, I made reference to, the question, does the Government 
show the defendant knew the law was violated? | 


THE COURT: Of course, the defendant in this case says she 
didn't think she was doing anything wrong. 2 

MR. SMITHSON: That is right. 

THE COURT: No, I am going to let that alone, too. I will 
grant 10. 


Eleven. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I really object to 11. If I objected to no 
other, I would object to 11 as imporper. | 

THE COURT: Let me read it. 

What in the world is wrong with that? 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think that -- 

THE COURT: Aider and abetter. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Without the use of the words oe a 
reasonable doubt," I think it misleads the jury that they can find the 
defendant guilty, throwing out the jury must find on every element of 
the offense that the defendant was guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. 

MR. SMITHSON: This isn't an element of the offense. I would 
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agreé with you if I were discussing elements of offense. I am here 
talking about aiding and abetting. 

MR. SANDGROUND: In the first sentence, "An accused per- 
sonally did the acts constituting the offense or offenses charged," I 
think that is a misleading sentence. 

I think that the law is right, but I don't think that this instruction 

is prepared in a clear manner. 

THE COURT: Well, I don't agree with that. I will grant 11. 

This is the only one you have? 

MR. SANDGROUND: It is the only one I am submitting. 

THE COURT: I am giving it a number -- one. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I am assuming the Court will give your 
usual charge on character evidence. 

THE COURT: In that connection, before I read this, I give the 
normal one, but I always say to the jury that character or reputation 
evidence, so-called, character witnesses, are to be judged by the same 
standards and the same consideration that they should evaluate the 
testimony of any other witness to whatever -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: Perfectly proper. 

THE COURT: Then I think that the nature of this case, traveling 
its course as it did, calls for another observation, because they might 
have been confused by the fact that I think I struck the testimony of one 
of them altogether. 

MR. SMITHSON: Two, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Two; Ithink they ought to know why. I thinkI 


have to explain what character evidence really is, that it is reputation 


evidence and why we don't permit one's own opinion to be received. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Your Honor did that very well in the Cora 
Washington case that I tried last summer before Your Honor, that 
murder case. 

THE COURT: I don't remember it. 

Anyway, I think that is -- 

MR. SANDGROUND: I think that is proper. 
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THE COURT: She pleaded guilty to the 16th sar didn't she? 

MR. SMITHSON: Correct, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: Have you ever looked, either one of aoe in the 
dictionary for the words “pleaded,” or "pled?" 

(Discussion on this off the record.) 

What do you say about that? 

MR. SMITHSON: One, I think that you are Esra eae there 
on the question of the interest of the witness giving the testimony. 

Of course Your Honor will give that instruction as a part of your 
normal instructions. This instruction is inadequate, incomplete, be- 
cause the instruction goes on further to say that you may convict a de- 
fendant on the testimony of an accomplice alone, but you are to receive 
it with caution and scrutinize it with care. | 

THE COURT: Why wouldn't the normal accomplice charge be 
just as good and maybe serve the purpose better? | 

MR. SANDGROUND: Because of the one thing witich I think the 
jury can always speculate on. A 30-count indictment. No, she pled to 
one count. Her interest in cooperating with the Government to only 


plead to one count in a 30-count indictment goes on in the jury's mind as 
rata ee 


THE COURT: You can argue that, but I am not too sure it is 
appropriate for the Judge to comment on it. | 

MR. SANDGROUND: She has pleaded guilty and you should con- 
sider her motives for pleading guilty to the one count. I am sure this 
has been argued. | 

MR. SMITHSON: That can be argued but not instructed. 

THE COURT: I would much prefer to refer to her as an accom- 
plice and then give the regular accomplice charge which I think would 
serve the same purpose and not accentuate this thing too : much, which 
I think this does. 

MR. SANDGROUND: My question, Your Honor, 4 is what if the 
jury would believe her testimony, Karikas, that she didn't have any in- 
tent to defraud, would then Coan be an accomplice? | 
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THE COURT: If the jury thinks she was. If they think she wasn't, 


your client goes free, it seems to me. 
MR. SMITHSON: That's got to follow. 
MR. SANDGROUND: Right. 
THE COURT: I will deny your one, as framed. 
MR. SANDGROUND: I will object for the record. 


* * * * 


261 


CHARGE TO THE JURY 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, the first thing that you 
should have in mind in considering this case is that the indictment is 
not evidence against this defendant. | 

It is simply an accusation against her, a charge leveled 
against her, and of that charge she is presumed, in law, to be 
innocent until and unless her guilt is established beyond a reason- 
able doubt, because the burden in a criminal case, the burden of 
proof in a criminal case is always upon the Government to establish 


guilt. 


It is never incumbent upon the defendant to establish innocence 
and that burden is not satisfied by evidence which satisfies you 
that there is a strong suspicion or may be even a mere one 
ity of guilt. | 

There must be something more than that and the burden of 
proof to establish guilt must apply to each element of the offenses 


charged in the indictment. 

What those elements are I will later tell you. 

Now, the term reasonable doubt is, to be sure, a term of art 
in the law, but it has actually the same meaning, exactly the same 
meaning as it would have when you use it in your daily pursuits 
in any fashion. | 

It means what it says, a doubt which is reasonable, a doubt 
which is based upon reason. 

It is such a doubt and it arises, of course, either from the 
evidence in the case or lack of necessary evidence, if that is the 
fact, as you find. 

It is such a doubt as would cause a reasonably thoughtful 
and prudent person, a juror, after a full and fair consideration of 
all of the evidence, to find his mind so undecided that he’ does not 
have an abiding conviction of guilt which he believes would remain 
unshaken by future thought and reflection. | 
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A reasonable doubt, as the law contemplates it, cannot, 
of course, arise from whim or caprice or conjecture, or specu- 


lation, nor from a reluctance to convict through feelings of sym- 


pathy or mercy. 

The law envisions, when it tells you that you must acquit 
if you have a reasonable doubt about theguilt of the defendant, 
envisions a conscientious belief from the evidence that there is 
reason to doubt the guilt of the defendant. 

Now, obviously, the law does not impose upon the prosecution 

the burden to establish guilt to an absolute certainty, because 
the law recognizes that. happenings between human beings can seldom, 
if ever, be proved to an absolute certainty and hence it does not 
require it. 

Now, in weighing the testimony of individual witnesses, which 
you must do in order to reach a determination as to guilt or in- 
nocence, in other words, in order to know whether you have a doubt 
which is reasonable or you don't, you must evaluate the testimony 
of everyone who took the witness stand, which in this case includes 
the defendant, because she testified, and, like all other witnesses, 
her veracity is automatically put in issue, as every witness who 
takes the witness stand automatically puts his veracity in issue. 

Now, I think the test of evaluating testimony of witnesses 
would be aided, perhaps, shall we say simplified, if you will call 
on your own good sound common sense, number one, and your 
experiences in life, your own experiences in life, your knowledge 
of human nature, and of people as you have grown to understand 
and know them. 

You should take into account, obviously, the sources of 
knowledge of the witnesses; their opportunities for observation; 
their intelligence or lack of it, as the case may be; their motives 
are important if you can discern them, so that you may ascertain 
the real character beyond the spoken words. 
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Now, you will find, I have no doubt, in every case you try, 
that there will be discrepancies or contradictions in the testimony 
of the witnesses, either in the testimony of one witness by himself, 
or in his testimony as contrasted with the testimony of one or 
more of the other witnesses. | 


Now, if you find such discrepancies or inconsistencies, 


then you must ask yourselves concerning the nature of such in- 
consistencies, is it the kind of thing that you would rather expect 
to occur in the narrative given today by a truthful person cqncerning 
past events? | 

Or, rather, on the other hand, is it the kind of inconsistency 
that could only be expected in the company of falsehood and not truth? 

Now, interest in those things that are involved within the 
controversy or its results; friendship or animosity toward anyone 
concerned in the case; and other human factors are to be taken into 
account. | 

And so you give to the testimony of each witness that weight 
to which you think it is entitled in the light of the considerations 
that I have suggested to you and when viewed in the context of the 
whole of the evidence. | 

It is my conviction, which I always express to the jurors, 
that the testimony of no one witness stands wholly alone. 

The veracity of the witness, yes, he is on his own there, 
but the story he tells has got to be viewed in the context of and asa 
part of the whole pattern. | 

You give to the testimony of each witness that weight you 
think it is entitled to. | 

Having those thoughts in mind, if you believe that anyone 
testified falsely with respect to a matter concerning which he could 

_ not reasonably be mistaken, you may disregard his testimony, 

either in whole or in part, as you see fit. : 

You may find, perhaps, that some witness told you the truth 
as to certain aspects of the matter and didn't tell you the truth 
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about other aspects of the matter. 

If you think that that has happened, you are at liberty to 
accept and consider the part you think is true and reject the rest 
or you can, as I have said, reject it all. 

While I am on the subject of witnesses, the defendant in 
this case has presented evidence of her reputation for truth 
and veracity, one of the traits of character which is involved in 


this case, the other being honesty. 
The examination of these so-called character witnesses, 
as we know them, was restricted to her reputation for truth and 


veracity. 

That obviously was a trait of character involved here because 
she testified and thus her credibility is in issue. 

Now, you are told in this respect that as a matter of law, 
the circumstances of any given case may be such that evidence of 
good character, good reputation, may alone create a reasonable 
doubt although without it, the other evidence would be convincing. 

I should ‘say this about the reputation evidence given here, 
that you must examine and evaluate the testimony of the so-called 
reputation witnesses of character witnesses in the light of the 
very same consideration that I have suggested to you earlier about 
fact witnesses. 

I think I should explain something else to you in this connection, 
since I struck the testimony of two of the witnesses who were 
offered in this respect, and instructed you to ignore what they said. 

I think it calls for a very brief explanation of what reputa- 
tion evidence is. 

Now, to begin with, the courts do not receive the opinions 
of witnesses concerning litigants or other witnesses, because it 
seems rather obvious on the face of it that one individual may have 
a very high regard of the litigant or the accused, and others may not. 

There is an exception to that in the case of expert witnesses 
because they are testifying giving their opinion concerning matters - 
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with which the average juror or Court are not likely to be fa- 
miliar, technical subjects, and that sort of thing. ! 

But not the opinion of a given individual, not his testimony, 
what he thinks about somebody else, but reputation in the community 
is considered by the law to be of potential aid to jurors. | 

A.theory of that is that if, well let's take this trait of 
character that if the witness knows enough other people, not one, 
or two, but knows the general reputation in the community, being 
the residential community of the defendant, or the office, business 
community of the defendant, if enough people have a high regard 
for her reputation or have a high regard for her as being a truthful 
person, then the probabilities are that she is a truthful person. 

If most of the people in her community would think she was 
not a truthful person, the probabilities are that they are right. 

But it contemplates that kind of testimony, contemplates a 
community reputation, not just the opinion that a given individual 


And so you must, when you consider the testimony of the 
character witnesses, as we call them, you must have that in mind 
and ask yourselves whether they are equipped with knowledge, 
whether they possess knowledge of the reputation sea of the 
accused. | 


ow, again, on the subject of witnesses, there are two de- 
ee as you certainly know by this time, named in this indictment, 
Joanne Coan and Cecilia Karikas. Now, Joanne Coan pleaded guilty 
to one count of this indictment and testified, and confessed that she 
was particeps criminis with the defendant, and, of course, im- 
plicated the defendant in each of these transactions. ! 

Now, her story from the witness stand makes her an 
accomplice, obviously, with the defendant in the case, if she: is 
telling the truth about it, if Joanne Coan is telling the truth about it. 

Now, the law in this regard is this: It is the settled rule of 
law that accomplices in the commission of a crime are competent 
witnesses and that the Government has a right to use them as witnesses. 
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It is sometimes necessary and essential tothe Government's 


case, that they do use accomplices as witnesses and it is the duty 


of the jury to consider such testimony. 

It should, however, be received with caution and suspicion 
and scrutinized with care. The degree of credit, if any, which 
should be given such testimony is exclusively within the province 
of the jury and again is governed by the consideration that I have 
suggested to you about any other witnesses who have testified here. 

Now, you may, as a matter of law, convict a person upon 
the uncorroborated testimony of an accomplice, but you should 
require some substantial corroborating evidence. 

The Government, of course, urges upon you here that it 

possesses that corroborating evidence in the various ways 
that were suggested to you in argument, circumstantial evidence, 
put nonetheless sufficient to corroborate the testimony of Joanne 
Coan, if you believe that it does. 

Now, then, to the indictment, the indictment, as you have 
been told, is in 30 counts, that is to say, there are 30 separate 
charges against these two defendants. 

Each one of them is named, both named in each count of the 
indictment. 

But the indictment is not as formidable as 30 sounds. 

Now, you will read each count. I will discuss it with you 
a little bit in detail in a moment. 

In substance, it breaks down into two parts really. Counts 
1 through 12 charge the forgery and uttering of the airline tickets. 

Counts 13 through 30 charge the forgery and uttering and 
transportation in interstate commerce of the bank checks, which 
were issued for these refund airline tickets. 

Now, to illustrate for you, it is only necessary for me to 
read the first two counts as representative of the counts running 
through Count 12. 


267 


The first count charges that on or about August 4, 1959, 
within the District of Columbia, Joanne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas with 
intent to defraud falsely made and forged in its entirety an airline pas- 

senger ticket. Following is a photostatic copy of said falsely 
made and forged airline passenger ticket, and a photostat is attached 
to each one of these counts of that airline ticket. | 

Now, the second count charges that on or about August 4, 1959, 
within the District of Columbia, Joanne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, 
with intent to defraud, passed and uttered to Mary Lou Bigelow, as true 
and genuine, a forged airline passenger ticket, a copy of which is set 
forth in the first count of this indictment. 

So the first and second counts are to be considered ee and 
they involve the first ticket which is photostated and attached here. 

Now, the first count charges the crime of forgery of that ticket 
and the second count charges the uttering, which means the passing as 
a valid instrument to somebody for gain, money or whatever, but for 


gain. 


Now, that goes through, as I say, that pattern is followed through 
the first 12 counts, two counts for each airline ticket which are set 


out here, and each of the two, each pair of six charges oa charges 
forgery, and uttering. 

Now, when you get to Count 13, you find yourself dealing with the 
checks which were issued on the basis of the false airline tickets. 

Now, let's take the 13th Count, that charge is as follows -- well, 
there are three, there are three charges concerning ane of these 
six checks, as you will now see. 

The 13th count, which is the first of the second series, says that 
on or about August 6, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Joanne D. 
Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with intent to defraud, falsely made and 
forged the endorsement spelled herein H-i-r-i-a-m, which may or may 
not be Hiram, Schonenberg on the back of a bank check and following is 
a photostatic copy of said check and it is in here incorporated in the 
13th count. 
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Now, the 14th count reads as follows: that on or about 
August 6, 1959,' within the District of Columbia, these two defendants, 
with intent to defraud, passed and uttered to Sidney Spector, as 
true and genuine, a bank check with a forged endorsement on the 
back thereof, a copy of which is set forth in the thirteenth count of 
this indictment. 

Now, the 15th count of the indictment charges still a different 
offense, having to do, nevertheless, with this check, which is 
photostated. 

It says that on or about August 11, 1959, within the District 
of Columbia, Joanne D. Coan and Cecilia Karikas, with unlawful 
and fraudulent intent, did transport and cause to be transported in 
interstate commerce from the District of Columbia to the State 
of New York, a certain falsely made and forged security, that is, 

a bank check, a copy of which is set forth in the thirteenth 
count, knowing same to be falsely made and forged. 

Now, Counts 13 through 30 are in groups of three, there are 
three counts, for example, for each one of these six checks; one, 
the forgery of the check; two, the passing of it as a genuine in- 
strument; and, finally, the setting in motion its travel, you might 
say, in interstate commerce. 

Now, I would like to ask you, of course, when you go to your 
jury room to read each one of these 30 counts, but have in mind when 
you do what I have just told you- 

They are in these two separate groups, because your verdict 
will either be guilty or not guilty as to each one of these 30 counts. 

And your verdict will have to be separate as to each one of 


the counts and the Clerk, when you are called in to deliver your 
verdict, will ask you, "How do you find on Count 1," and so on 
down through 30 and you will answer as to each count. 

Now, you be sure that you have with you -- your foreman can 
make a notation, since there are these multiple counts, as to what 
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your verdict is by.count number, on each one of them, so you won't be -- 
there won't be any hitch when you return with your verdict. 

Now, I will give you some instructions which counsel have asked 

me to give to you, as changed somewhat, which concerns the 
elements, each of which must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt, in 
order to convict this defendant, the elements of the three separate 
charges, forgery, uttering, and transportation in interstate commerce. 

The jury is instructed that the crime of forgery is as follows: 
Whoever with intent to defraud or injure another, and have in mind 
that these require the specific intent to defraud somebody, falsely 
makes or alters any writing which might operate to the prejudice of 
another, or passes, utters, or publishes or attempts to, as genuine, 
and true, knowing the same to be false or forged with sess to defraud, 
shall be punished. 

Now, the elements there are three: there must be a false making 
or altering of the written instrument, the airline ticket and the check. 

Two, the instrument must be apparently capable of effecting 
a fraud. 

ow, that, perhaps, needs no explanation, but maybe I better 

give you one. 

Suppose a letter, an innocuous letter, was forged. It doesn't mean 
anything -- greetings, if you wish. | 

Suppose that kind of thing is forged. Well, that is not Soe 
generally speaking, of effecting a fraud. 

But, obviously, an airline refund ticket is, and, so, dbviously, is 

a bank check an instrument capable of effecting a — depending, 
of course, on its use. 

And the third element is that there must be a fraudulent intent in 
_ the making of, or altering of or forging of the ticket and of the check. 

There must be those three elements, false making, instrument 
capable of effecting a fraud, and there must have been fraudulent intent. 

It is not necessary that the defendant shall have the intent to de- 
fraud any particular person. 


It is sufficient if there is an intent to defraud someone by making 
or altering an instrument, which act might prejudice another. 

In fact, the signing of a fictitious name with fraudulent intent is 
as much a forgery as is the name falsely and fraudulently signed for the 


name of an actual person. 

You can forge a fictitious name just as you can the name of a living, 
existing person. 

It also should be borne in mind that forgery and uttering of the 
same instrument, in this case, the forgery and uttering of either the 
tickets or the bank checks, are different offenses. 

Well, they are set out differently in the indictment. 

Now, forgery is complete even though there is no uttering or pass- 
ing, provided the defendant has the requisite fraudulent intent to effect 

a fraud. 

Now, you are instructed that the crimes charged against the defend- 
ant in Counts 15, 18, 21, 24, 27, and 30, are crimes charged pursuant to 
a certain section of the U. S. Code, which reads as follows: 

Whoever, with unlawful or fraudulent intent transports in inter- 
state commerce any falsely made or forged or altered security, knowing 
the same to have been falsely made or forged, or altered, shall be pun- 
ished as provided by law. 

You are instructed that in order to establish an offense of that 
nature, the Government must prove and prove beyond a reasonable doubt 
the following elements: 

One, that the defendant caused a falsely made or forged security 
to be transported in interstate commerce. 

By transportation in interstate commerce is meant transportation 
from one state to another, or from a state to the District of Columbia, 
or from the District of Columbia to a state. 

Second, that the defendant knew that the security was falsely 
made or forged. ; 

Three, that the defendant committed the act charged with unlaw- 
ful and fraudulent intent. 
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They are the three elements in the interstate commerce count that 
are set out in the indictment. 

Now, 2 check is a security within the meaning of the statute, and 
it necessarily follows that a forged check is a falsely — or forged 
security within the meaning of this statute. 

So, too, a person who deposits in a bank to his account, a check 
drawn on a bank located in another state, or whether he deposited it 
in his account or uses it to buy something or to get some gain of money, 


or whatever, it is the same -- he causes it thereby to be transported 


in interstate commerce. 

He starts, so to speak, the train in motion. Now, you will know 
that these checks were drawn by Pan American Airways on the Bankers 
Trust Company in New York City, so that anyone who forges a signature 
or forges the check, for that matter, expecting and intending to defraud 
somebody, is charged with knowledge that before this check can be paid, 
finally, it has to get from the District of Columbia to New York City, 
where the Bankers Trust Company is located, and, thus, it has to go 
through interstate commerce, and thus, as this instruction points out, 
such a person starts the train in motion and the fact that the defendants 
knew that the endorsements on the checks involved in the indictment 
were forged may be established, if you find beyond a reasonable doubt 
from the evidence adduced that the defendants did, in fact, endorse 
certain of the checks in question. 

The evidence here is that the Coan girl endorsed some of them 
and the defendant here endorsed some others, three. 

In her case, she says she endorsed the name of ae 
Donald Lee, and Ling Chen, three of these six checks. | 

Now, an unlawful or fraudulent intent is an intent to do the act for 
an unlawful purpose or for the purpose of committing a fraud on some- 
one, in this case, the Pan American Airways, ultimately, be that person 
an individual, corporation or a bank. 

Unlawful or fraudulent intent need not be proved directly, but may 
be inferred by the jury from the circumstances of the case. 
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You are further instructed that the statute under which the 
defendant is charged in Counts 15, 18, 21, 24, 27, and 30, does not 
require proof of the knowledge on the part of the defendant that the false- 
ly made security, as in this case, checks of the Pan American Airways, 
drawn on the Bankers Trust of New York, on August 6, payable to the 
names specified in each check, were to be transported in interstate 


commerce. 

It only requires that she knew they were false and fraudulent and 
she caused them to be thus transported. 

To convict of this offense, it is necessary to show only that the 
defendant -- show beyond a reasonable doubt, only that the defendant 

knew that the checks were forged and fraudulent and that following 
the endorsement of these false and fraudulent payees’ names, and the 
negotiation of the checks, that they were, in fact, to be, they would have 
to be transported in interstate commerce. 

The jury is further instructed that if it is convinced by the evidence 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant forged or uttered or aided 
and abetted, assisted in the forgery or uttering of the checks involved, 
then the jury is told that the defendant must have intended that the checks 
be sent across state lines for collection. 

Of course you -- again, I repeat -- you must be without a reason- 
able doubt about it; if you have a reasonable doubt about it, obviously, 
she would be acquitted. 

Furthermore, where one unlawfully forges or aids and abets in 
the forgery, or with an unlawful and fraudulent intent aids and abets in 
the uttering of a forged or fraudulent instrument, it does not matter wheth- 
er the defendant knew or could be expected to know that such an instru- 
ment, in this case the bank checks drawn on the Bankers Trust Company 
of New York, thus payable through an out-of-state bank, thereby causes 
such check to travel in interstate commerce. She is charged with knowl- 
edge that it would have to be; in the natural course of events it will be. 

The jury is instructed again that in order to aid and abet another 
to comit a crime, it is necessary that a defendant wilfully associate 
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himself in some way with a criminal venture and that he wilfully par- 
ticipated in it, as in something he wishes to bring about, and that he wil- 
fully seeks by some action of his to make it succeed. | 

Now, in a case where two or more persons are charged, as here, 
with the commission of a crime, the guilt of the accused may be estab- 
lished without proof that all the defendants did every act catia the 
offense. | 

Whoever commits an offense against the United States or wilfully 
aids, abets, counsels, commands, induces or procures its commission, 
is punishable as a principal. | 

Whoever wilfully causes an act to be done which if directly per- 
formed by him or another would be an offense against the United States, 
is punishable as a principal. 

Every person who thus wilfully participates in the commission of 
a crime may be found guilty of that offense. 

Participation is wilful if done voluntarily and purposely and with 


specific intent to do what the law forbids, or with specific ‘intent to fail 
to do what the law requires, that is to say, with evil motive or bad 


purpose either to disobey or to disregard the law. | 

The jury is instructed that to be an aider and an abettor, it must 
appear from the evidence that the defendant so far participated in the 
commission of the crimes charged as to be present actually or con- 

structively for the purpose of assisting therein.’ : 

Thus, one who gives aid and comfort or who commands, advises, 
instigates or encourages another to commit a crime, may be said to be 
an aider and an abettor. | 

Generally speaking, to find one guilty as a peincipal on the 
ground that he was an aider and abettor, it must be proved that he 
shared in the criminal intent of the principal and that there must be a 
community of unlawful purpose at the time the act or acts are committed. 

As the term “aiding and abetting" implies, it assumes some par- 
ticipation in the criminal act in furtherance of a common design, either 
before or at the time the criminal act is committed. 
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It implies some conduct of an affirmative nature. Mere nega- 
tive acquiescence is not sufficient. 

You are also instructed that if you find beyond a reasonable doubt 
that the defendant had in her possession the airline tickets in question 
and these tickets were falsely and fraudulently made out in order to se- 
cure refunds, this would be a circumstance from which the jury might 
reasonably draw the inference and find that the defendant who did have 
these tickets in her possession, knew they were stolen, unless this 
possession is otherwise explained to the satisfaction of the jury, or 

from the circumstances of the case. 

.. Likewise, if the jury so finds beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
defendant had in her possession the bank checks that had been procured 
by her, and another person, and if she likewise knew they were falsely 
and fraudulently procured, this would be a circumstance from which the 
jury might reasonably draw the inference that the defendant who did have 
the checks in her possession, knew that they were stolen unless this 
possession is otherwise satisfactorily explained. 

The same inference may be reasonably drawn from a false ex- 
planation of such possession. 

Now, it is not necessary for the prosecution to prove that the 
accused -- to prove knowledge of the accused that a particular act is 
a violation of the law; unless and until outweighed by evidence to the con- 
trary, the presumption is that everybody knows what the law forbids and 
what the law requires to be done. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that a person intends the 
natural and probable consequences of acts he or she knowingly did. 

So, unless the contrary appears from the evidence, the jury may 
draw the inference that an accused intended all of the consequences which 
one standing in like circumstances should reasonably have expected to 
result from any act knowingly done. 


It is further the law that it is not necessary for the prosecution 
to prove that the accused personally did all of the acts constituting the 
offense charged or offenses charged, but as a general rule whatever a 
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person is legally capable of doing himself can be done through an agent, 
through another person. | 

Hence, if the acts of an employee or other agent are > wilfully 
ordered or directed or wilfully authorized or consented to by the 
accused, the law holds the accused responsible for such acts as though 
personally committed by the accused. | 

I do not intend, ladies and gentlemen, to discuss the evidence in 
the case. I rarely do it and I do it when I do only to the end that some 
principle of law has to be explained by reference to the evidence, 
because I never want the jurors to know what I think about the case. 

It is your business to decide what the facts are. | 

The gist of the situation here, of course, is this: That the defendant 
Joanne Coan says that the two of them were in this criminal venture and 
knowingly were in, but that she did it at the direction of the defendant. 

The defendant, on the other hand, denies any thought or knowledge 
that -- of anything criminal at all that she did. | 


She does admit signing, endorsing three of these checks, Schonen- 


berg, Lee and Ling Chen, but she says she did it as a favor to Joanne 
Coan to help her out. ! 

That is the gist of the two versions of the transactions. 

That, I think, is all I need to say about the case. 

Now, as I have said to you, you must read each count of the 
30 and make your decision separately as to each count. 

Now, there have been numerous exhibits in the case and it is my 
feeling now -- I may change my mind later, that is, if either you or the 
lawyers want me to -- I don't know whether I will or not, it is my feeling 
now that you don't need any of the exhibits -- you have seen them and you 
have heard about them -- they have been explained -- because the indict- 
ment contains the refund tickets and the checks and I doubt if you will . 
find any need for the exhibits. | 

If you do, you will just have to let me know through the Marshal 
and I will take it up with the lawyers and take it up with myself to see 
whether I should give them to you. | 
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Now, you know because of your service in the Court that your first 
task is to select a foreman among yourselves for the purpose of this 
case. 

I suggest to you, as I always do, that having done that, you let the 
foreman conduct your proceedings with some measure of formality, not 
too much, because I think one extreme is about as bad as the other, but 
just as a protection against the possibility that in the course of your 
discussions you may find that everybody is talking at once. 

Well, obviously, the one who is talking isn't listening except to 
himself, so, within reason, let it be somewhat formal. 

When you are ready, let the Marshal know by a knock on the door 
and we will take the verdict. 

Now, is there anything else, gentlemen ? 

MR. SMITHSON: Nothing, Your Honor. 

MR. SANDGROUND: Nothing, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Now, Mrs. Ball and Mr. Rustin, you are excused now 
from further consideration of this case. I would appreciate it if you 
would not discuss the case until this jury has decided it. 

I will ask you to return to the Jurors' Lounge for further assign- 
ment. 

I make 2 recommendation in that last connection. You better eat 


your lunch first and then report to the Jurors’ Lounge. 


Now, ladies and gentlemen, I am going to send you twelve down to 
lunch and I will ask you not to discuss this case while you are having 
your lunch. 

Wait until you get back, at which time come into the courtroom 
here, at which time Mr. David will give you the indictment which, as 
I said, I think is all you will need for this purpose. 

We will adjourn until return of Court. 

(Whereupon, at 12:42 p.m., the jury retired to go to lunch and 
then proceed to deliberate.) 
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DISCUSSION IN CHAMBERS 
(4:25 p.m., approximately.) 

THE COURT: The jury went out at twenty of one. Mr. David 
gave them the indictment around an hour later, I would say. The 
question now is again what to do. Two hours is not very long for any 
case. But I make it a practice usually along about this hour to bring 
the jury in and ask the foreman if he thinks they are close to a verdict. 

If he says he thinks they are, I send them back again. If he says 
no, then I ask him to tell me, without telling me numerically, how they 
stand, the way they stand, that is, is the jury more or less evenly 
balanced or heavily weighted, one way or the other. | 

If he says they are heavily weighted one way, I usually give the 
Allen charge. | 

If he says they are more or less evenly divided, then I send them 
home until tomorrow morning. 

That is my present disposition, but I wanted your respective views 
about it. 

MR. SANDGROUND: As counsel for the defendant, iI don't believe 
that the Allen charge should be given after they have | been out two 
hours. 

I think the Allen charge should be held until sometime tomorrow. 

THE COURT: I think you are probably right, about that, because 
two hours is not really very long, especially with a 30 count indictment. 

They have at least got to read the whole thing. 

MR. SANDGROUND: We were in trial four and a half trial days 
in the case and I think there might be enough to keep them talking for 

a while. | 

THE COURT: We haven't heard a word from them, so there is no 
indication that they are battling with each other, but, as I said to you 
today, after the first three or four years on this Court, maybe five, 


possibly, I came to the conclusion that night sessions for juries were 
just innately, inherently bad, and I believe most of my brethren have 
come around to that view and it is now a rare thing. | 
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MR. SMITHSON: Except on first degree cases, that is the only 
one that I know of that they keep them out at all. 

In fact, well, there is one member of the judiciary here who will 
leave them out sometimes until 5:30 or 6, but it has never been too 

fruitful -- 5 o'clock if they -- 

THE COURT: I don't think so. The afternoon wears on and fre- 
quently I have gotten notes, this is not an exception, it is almost a rule, 
from one or more jurors: "My car has got to be moved at 4 o'clock,” 
and I have blasted them once or twice for that, saying their mind ought 
to be on the case and not on the automobile. 

They park in the 4 o'clock limit somewhere, but comes the shank 
of the day, irritation develops and I don't think it is good to have a jury 
annoyed, one with the other. 

You don't reason together. You just don't want to hear any more 
from him. 

So, since they have only been out about two hours, a little bit 
more, I think maybe in a little while, I will bring them in and turn them 
loose until tomorrow morning. 

MR. SANDGROUND: No objection to that. 

THE COURT: You told me, by the way, the other day, that you read 
a big splurge about the case in the papers. 

I have only seen in this whole week, I haven't been looking for it, 
but I read the paper fairly thoroughly, but I have only seen'two pieces. 

MR. SANDGROUND: The News ran two column stories of about 
8 column inches on two days while the trial was on, one on page 3 and 
one on page 5. 

And I believe there has been, with the exception of last night, an 

article in every morning's Post and Star, because my secretary 
has been cutting them out. 

THE COURT: I don't know how I missed them. What edition do 


you get? 
MR. SANDGROUND: The last one, the closing stock market edition. 
MR. SMITHSON: You get the metropolitan. 
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THE COURT: I get what they used to -- home edition -- I get it 
about 5 o'clock, but it is not the last one. 
I get the News at noontime and the Post. Do they have more than 
one edition ? 
MR. SANDGROUND: There has been quite a bit in the News. Have 
you seen the stories in the News? 
MR. SMITHSON: I saw one of them on Joanne Dinstel Coan. 
THE COURT: They had a story on Miss Karikas. 
MR. SANDGROUND: If they say they are about ready, I would like 
them to have a chance to conclude. 
THE COURT: I would think -- do you agree? 
MR. SMITHSON: Yes. 
THE COURT: All right. Let us go inthe courtroom. 
(In open Court) (4:44 p.m.) 
(The jury files into the courtroom in front of the box.) 
THE COURT: Madam Foreman, I am rether inclined to excuse 


the jury now until tomorrow morning unless you think = are close to 
a verdict. Do you? | 
THE FOREWOMAN: I don't believe we are, Your Honor. 


THE COURT: Well, I don't believe in late hours for the jury. 
Sometimes it engenders, based on fatigue, it engenders irritation and 
sometimes the irritation turns against one or more of the ee and that 
is not a good way to consider a case. 

So if you will just leave the papers with the Marshal until tomorrow 
morning, you will report to this courtroom at 10 o'clock, and check in 
with Mr. David, so he will know you are all here, and = go into the 
jury room. ! 

You will not discuss the case with anyone tonight and in the morn- 
ing, don't begin your deliberations again until all 12 of you are in the 
jury room. | 

That will be all then for tonight. 

(Whereupon, at 4:46 p.m. the proceedings in this case were ad- 
journed until 10 o'clock, March 28, 1961.) | 


280 
* * * 


Tuesday, March 28, 1961 
* * * * 
PROCEEDINGS 
(The following proceedings were had in Judge's Chambers 
at approximately 2:20 p.m.:) 

THE COURT: I have this note from -- this looks like "Willie J. 
Hardy, the Forelady." 

"We would like to have a refreshment of your charges 

on counts 14 and 15th." 

Now, fourteen and fifteen relate to the passing in interstate trans- 
portation of the Schonenberg check. They don't seem to be troubled 
with thirteen. 

MR. SMITHSON: That is the forgery. 

THE COURT: Which is the forgery count of the same check. 

Now, it seems to me that the answer to this question is very 
brief. I don't see any need to go all over the elements again, because 
the rest of it, the second half of the indictment, is exactly the same as 


these two counts. Apparently, they are interested in the Schonenberg 


check. 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And I think that I should simply point out to them 
what is required, without any elaboration. I don't see the need for 
repeating the whole thing over again -- to be proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt on those two counts. I am not going to give them the whole charge 
again. They don't ask for it, in the first place. 

MR. SMITHSON: I have no objection -- excuse me, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: It is unnecessary, in the second place. It is a very 
simple charge, and the elements are spelled out. I will pd nt them out -- 
I think that's all I will do. 

MR. SMITHSON: Your Honor, I have no objection to it. 

MR. SANDGROUND: For the record, Your Honor, I would like to 


object. 
THE COURT: Okay. You are objecting. 
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MR. SANDGROUND: Maybe, I should state the objection. Counsel 
for the defense objects to the Court reinstructing the jury on this ele- 
ment of the case, believing that it may stress in their minds something 
ultimately prejudicial to the defendant; opposes any further instructions, 
and requests that the Court answer the note to the jury, stating that they 
should use their best recollections as to the Judge's prior, very excellent 
and fair instructions in this case. | 

THE COURT: I don't know; I'm afraid of that. They have asked a 
question, the reason for which I certainly don't understand, because if 
they understand thirteen, which involved the same check, they shouldn't 
have any trouble with fourteen. 

MR. SMITHSON: I can hazard a guess as to fourteen and fifteen. 

THE COURT: What ? 

MR. SMITHSON: The facts indicated that, while she forged the 
instrument, which is thirteen -- the Schonenberg instrument -- the evi- 
dence did not indicate, except through the witness Coan, that it was ut- 
tered with her knowledge and consent. | 

THE COURT: Or that it was uttered in interstate transportation 
after silo 

R. SMITHSON: But it would necessarily follow, on its face, 
that when she forged it, it went into interstate commerce -- this is the 
line of distinction. : 

THE COURT: There is that difference, of course. 

MR. SMITHSON: That's correct. That's what they are confused 
about. I think the request is fair to Your Honor. I don't believe that. 
we can leave lay people in the woods. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I feel that the request is very contaning: 
Your Honor, and I would urge the Court, in reinstructing the jury, as 
the Court said it will, on this count, to stress that they must find on 
count fourteen and fifteen, like in every other count, that they are sat- 
isfied beyond a reasonable doubt, as I am sure the Court: hacen 

THE COURT: I intended to do so. I would point out, for example, 
in fourteen, that there has to be intent, that is to say, intent to defraud 
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in the passing of the check. That intent can be inferred from circum- 
stances. The passing could be done by either one of the defendants or 
both of them, if they did so knowingly and intentionally; and the gist again 
of the fifteenth, pointing out once more that proof must be, of course, 
beyond a reasonable doubt. Just about as simple as that. 

MR. SMITHSON: I don't see that anything more is called for, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Now, fourteen charges that they passed to Sidney 
Spector. He was the Investment Bankers man, was he not? 

MR. SMITHSON: Yes. 

THE COURT: Who handled that transaction? 

MR. SMITHSON: That's right. 

THE COURT: I think I will do that, and then I will send them out. 
And it seems to me, because this won't take more than fifteen minutes, 
I'll let them stay another half hour, or maybe an hour, and then either 
give them the Allen charge or fire them. 

As I told you, I've got two suggestions. Either they are hung -- 

MR. SMITHSON: I think they are working. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I suggest, Your Honor, that if they cannot, , 
at the end of the day, reach a conclusion, that you fire the jury. 

THE COURT: If they can't at the end of the day, they are not going 
to. This case is not that complicated. 

MR. SMITHSON: I would suggest to Your Honor that you wait until 
a quarter of four, and then Allenize the charge. 

THE COURT: That is what I said in the first place. That is prob- 
ably the sensible thing. That can work either way, you know; I've seen 
it work both ways. 

MR. SANDGROUND: I again, for the record, object to the Allen 
charge at this stage of the case, thinking that it is grossly prejudicial 
to the defendant. 

(OF F-THE-RECORD DISCUSSION.) 
(IN OPEN COURT) 
(The Court reconvened at 2:30 p.m.) 
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THE COURT: Bring the jury in. Put them in the box. 

(Whereupon, at 2:31 p.m., the jury came into the courtroom. ) 

THE COURT: Members of the jury, I have your note, which reads 
as follows: 

‘We would like to have a refreshment of your charges on 
counts 14 and 15th." 

Those two counts are two of three counts which have reference to 
the check drawn by Pan American World Airways on the Bankers Trust 
Company of New York, dated August 6, 1959, payable to Mr. Hiriam -- 
as it is spelled here -- Schonenberg. 

The fourteenth count charges the two defendants in this case with 
the intent to defraud, having passed and uttered to Sidney Spector as 

true and genuine that check, well knowing that the endorsement 
was forged. ! 

Now, the elements there, as I told you at length before, and it is 
unnecessary to go into a lengthy discussion of it at this point, the essen- 
tial elements, each of which must be established to your satisfaction be- 
yond a reasonable doubt in order to convict, is that this defendant, either 
by drawing up this check and endorseing the check, or by assisting 
knowingly and intentionally the other defendant, Joanne Coan, in drawing 
up or endorsing this check with the intent to defraud. That, as I told 
you earlier, can be proved -- and in this case, if it was proved at all, 
it had to be proved by circumstantial evidence. You can't read anyone's 
mind. So, whether the intent to defraud was existent in the mind of this 
defendant can only be established by circumstantial evidence. 

This is one of the three checks that she said that she did endorse. 
She endorsed the name, "Hiriam Schonenberg," on this check. She 


gave you her version as to why she did it, which, in substance, was to 
help out her co-defendant Coan. | 
The next element which hasto be proved beyond a reasonable doubt 
was that either she, or at her direction or with her knowledge and as- 
sistance, the other defendant did pass and give to Sidney Spector, who 
was the Investment Bankers representative, set up that security account 
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which was set up in the name of Anne Whiteside passing it to him 
or assisting in passing it, as the case may be, as a true and genuine 
check, knowing -- and this is the third element -- that it was not true © 


and genuine. 

The fifteenth count involves the transportation of that check in | 
interstate commerce. The two of them are charged there again with 
unlawful and fraudulent intent, which is an element in the case, did 
transport and cause -- in this case, cause to be transported in interstate 
commerce this check which was falsely made, knowing the same to be 
falsely made and forged. 

Now, if I may suggest that you forget about or take out the word, 
“transport,” and leave the rest in; because to be transported, I repeat 
what I told you'at greater length earlier, that when one endorses a check, 
forges a signature on the check, whether it be that of a genuine person 
or a fictitious, non-existent person, which check is drawn on an out of 
the District bank -- in this case drawn on a New York bank -- he or 
she who does the forgery is charged with knowledge that that check, in. 
order for it ultimately to be cashed had to go into interstate commerce. 
That is, if drawn here in the District of Columbia, it was drawn here, but 
it had to be paid ultimately by the bank on which it was drawn, which was 
a New York City bank. And, therefore, once that check was made out and 

endorsed, then one is responsible for the usual and probable con- 
sequences of his act, which is that this check would go through the normal 
banking process and arrive, after transportation in interstate commerce, 
in the office of the New York bank, which in this case did happen, and the 
bank did pay it. 

I see nothing more to add to those two counts. They are two of a 
group of counts which involve these six checks. Each says the same 
thing, the difference being the description, or here the reproduction of . 
the check. 

The charges are exactly like the ones that follow it; that the check 
was forged -- well, that is the thirteenth count -- that it was passed 
to Spector, in this case, as a genuine instrument. knowing that it wasn't 
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genuine, and with the intent, therefore, to defraud him. ! 

And the fifteenth count -- that this same check was put in the 
process of interstate commerce, knowing that it was not true and genu- 
ine, knowing it was falsely forged. 

Gentlemen, I don't think that I have anything more to add. 

You may take the case now, ladies and gentlemen. | 

(Whereupon, at 2:38 p.m., the jury retired from the courtroom.) 

(Off-the-record discussion, after which the Court pices until 
the return of the jury.) 

(The Court reconvened at 3:24 p.m.) 

THE COURT: Bring the jury in. 

(Whereupon, the jury returned to the courtroom.) | 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Madam Foreman, has the jury agreed upon 
a verdict ? 

THE FORELADY: We have. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: What say you as to the defendant, Cecilia 


Karikas, on count one? 


THE FORELADY: We find her not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: What say you as to the defendant on count 
two of the indictment ? ! 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: On count three? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count four? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count five? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count six? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count seven? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count eight ? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 
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THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count nine? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count ten? 

THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count eleven? 
THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twelve? 
THE FORELADY: Not guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count thirteen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count fourteen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count fifteen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count sixteen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count seventeen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count eighteen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count nineteen? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-one? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: County twenty-two? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-three? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-four? 
THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-five? 
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THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-six? 

THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-seven? 

THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-eight ? 

THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count twenty-nine? 

THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Count thirty? 

THE FORELADY: Guilty. 

THE DEPUTY CLERK: Members of the jury, your forelady says 
that you find the defendant not guilty on count one of the indictment, not 
guilty on count two of the indictment, not guilty on count three of the 
indictment, not guilty on count four of the indictment, not guilty on 
count five of the indictment, not guilty on count six of the indictment, 


not guilty on count seven of the indictment, not guilty on count eight of 


the indictment, not guilty on count nine of the indictment, not guil- 
ty on count ten of the indictment, not guilty on count eleven of the indict- 
ment, not guilty on count twelve of the indictment , guilty on count thir- 
teen of the indictment, guilty on count fourteen of the indictment, guilty 
on count fifteen of the indictment, guilty on count sixteen of the indict- 
ment, guilty on count seventeen of the indictment, guilty on count eighteen 
of the indictment, guilty on count nineteen of the indictment, guilty on 
count twenty of the indictment, guilty on count twenty-one of the indict- 
ment, guilty on count twenty-two of the indictment, guilty on count 
twenty-three of the indictment, guilty on count twenty-four of the indict- 
ment, guilty on count twenty-five of the indictment, guilty on count 
twenty-six of the indictment, guilty on count twenty-seven of the indict- 
ment, guilty on count twenty-eight of the indictment, guilty on count 
twenty-nine of the indictment, guilty on count thirty of the indictment. 

And that is your verdict, so say you each and all? — 


THE JURORS: (In unison) Yes. 
*x * * 


[Filed March 30, 1961] 


MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 

COMES NOW the defendant, Cecilia Karikas, by her attorney, 
and moves this Honorable Court for a new trial and as grounds therefor, 
states as follows: 

1. That the jury's verdict in finding the defendant not guilty on 
Counts 1 through 12, and guilty on Counts 13 through 30, inclusive, is 
inconsistent in light of the evidence presented in court during the trial 
of the above-captioned case. 

2. That the Court committed prejudicial error, in failing to grant 
the defendant's motion for a mental examination of the complaining 
Government witness, Joanne D. Coan, in light of the fact that her testi- 
mony on the witness stand showed "some evidence" of mental disease 
or insanity. 

Thus, it is submitted that the Court was required under the de- 
cision in United States v. Lynch, to at least look into the question of 
whether her original confession to Count 16 of the indictment should 
be received without special instructions to the jury. 

3. And for other and further reasons to be set forward at oral 
argument. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Amram, Hahn & Sundlun 
By /s/ Mark B. Sandground 


944 Washington Building 
Washington 5, D. C. 


STerling 3-3344 


[Certificate of Mailing] 


[Filed April 7, 1961] 
JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT 


On this 7th day of April, 1961 came the attorney for the govern- 
ment and the defendant appeared in person and by counsel, Mark B. Sand- 
ground, Esquire. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant has been convicted upon her 
plea of not guilty and a verdict of guilty of the offense of FORGERY AND 
UTTERING and INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION OF FORGED SE- 
CURITIES as charged in Counts 13 to 30, inclusive, and the court having 
asked the defendant whether he has anything to say why judgment should 
not be pronounced, and no sufficient cause to the contrary being shown 
or appearing to the Court, | 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is guilty as charged and con- 
victed. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is hereby committed to the 
custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for 
imprisonment for a period of Six (6) Months to Eighteen (18) Months. 

IT IS ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy of this 
judgment and commitment to the United States Marshal or other qualified 
officer and that the copy serve as the commitment of the defendant. 


/s/ Henry A. Schweinhaut 
United States District J udge. 


[Filed April 7, 1961] 

.NOTICE OF APPEAL _ 
Name and address of appellant - Cecelia Karikas, 1801 Columbia Road, 
N. W., Washington, D. C. Name and address of appellant's attorney - 
Mark B. Sandground, 944 Wash. Bldg. Offense - forgery, uttering, theft 
from interstate comm. Concise statement of judgment or order, giving 
date, and any sentence - April 7, 1961, 6-18 months in jail on each count 
of indictment from Cts. 13-30. Name of institution where now confined, 
if not on bail - bail. ! 
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I, the above-named appellant, hereby appeal to the United States . 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit from the above- 
stated judgment. 


Date - 4/7/61 
Appellant 


/s/ Mark B. Sandground 
Attorney for Appellant. 
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


1. Did the trial court err in refusing to require a mental examina- 
tion of appellant's co-defendant who was the Government's main witness 
against appellant, where there was evidence that the co-defendant might 
be a pathological liar? 


2. Did the trial court err in cross-examining appellant and a 
defense witness in a manner which was argumentative and accusatory 
in that the court stated that appellant had committed a forgery, the crime 
of which she was convicted, and questioned the reliability of appellant's 
explanation ? 


3. Did the trial court err in permitting Government counsel to 


argue to the jury that appellant's counsel below had reserved his opening 


statement to the jury for the purpose of weaving a defense after the 
Government's case was in, implying a lack of honesty on the part of 
court appointed counsel ? 


4. Did the trial court err in denying appellant's motion for judg- 
ment of acquittal where the Government's case depended entirely upon 
the credibility of the co-defendant and where the cross-examination of 
the witness established that the co-defendant was totally unworthy of 
belief? 


QUESTIONS PRESENTED . 
JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT . 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
STATUTES INVOLVED 
STATEMENT OF POINTS . 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


ARGUMENT ... . . s =e a ee ee 


I. The Trial Court Erred In Refusing To Require A Mental 
Examination Of The Co-Defendant, Coan, Who Was An 
Essential Witness For The Government Where There 
Was Evidence That The Witness sapere Be A Pathological 
Liar . S % . . i. 6s é . -, 


The Trial Court Erred In Questioning eae InA 

Manner Which Indicated That The Court Believed Appel- 
lant Was Guilty Of Forgery And Doubted Her Explanation 
And In Permitting Government Counsel To Characterize 


Appellant's Answers To The Court As A "Judicial 
Admission" Of Her Guilt Of Forgery . ; 6 2 ° 


The Trial Court Erred In Permitting Government Counsel | 
To Argue To The Jury That Counsel For Appellant Had 
Reserved An Opening Statement To The Jury To Permit 
Counsel And Appellant An Opportunity To Weave A Defense | 
After The Close Of The Government's Case, Thus Im pugning 
The Conduct Of Counsel And icineaca In An Improper And | 
Prejudicial Manner ‘. é . . ‘ oo 


The Trial Court Erred In Denying Appellant's Motion For A 
Judgment Of Acquittal When There Was Insufficient Evidence 
Of The Intent To Defraud, An Essential Element Of The 
Crimes Charged F . : i 2 s 7m et 


CONCLUSION i 


TABLE OF CASES 
Accardo v. United States, 101 U.S. App. D.C. 162, 249 
F.2d 519 (1957) nls Nap an ane ane 

Berger v. United States, 295U.S.78( ) . . 


Billeci v. United States, 87 U.S. App. D.C., 283, 184 
Fi20:408 0: reo SP) ett ey ae ten le 


(iv) 


TABLE OF CASES 
(Cont'd.) 


Blunt v. United States, 100 U.S. App. 1 D.C. 266, 244 
F.2d 355(1957). «te ae 


Curley v. United States, 81 U.S. App. D.C. 389, 160 
F.2d 229 (1947) cert. den. 331 U.S. 837 bess 


Garrett v. State, 123 P.2d 283 (1942) of es re 
Gomila v. United States, 146 F.2d 372 (1944) . ° 


Kroger Grocery & Beane Co. v. Stewart, 164 F.2d 
841 (1947) . . eee 


Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Company of Texas v. 
Ridgway, 191 F.2d 363 (1951) s Sra, es 


Overholser v. Lynch, U.S. App. D.C. 
228 F.2d 388 (1961) Six 3 


People v. Teiper, 186 App. Div. 830, 175 N.Y.S. 
modified 188 App. Div. 949, 178 N.Y.S. 54 . 


Safeway Stores,, Inc. v. akon 118 S.W. 2d 
812 (1938) . . ier a 


Smith v. State, 142 So. 779 (1932) . . 

Snipes v. United States, 230 F.2d 165 (1956) . 
Taborsky v. State, 142 Conn. 619, 116 A.2d 433 (1955) 
United States v. Brandt, 196 F.2d 656 . . . 
United States v. Carmel, 267 F.2d 345 (1959) . . 
United States v. Hiss, 88 F.Supp. 559 (1950) . . 


STATUTES 


Title 22 D.C. Sec. 1401 ° > . . 
Title 18 U.S.C.A. Sec. 2314 . ts. wate 
Title 28 U.S.C. Sec.1291 . . ° : 


Act of June 25, 1958, 62 Stat. 929, as amended, 
65 Stat. 726, and 72 Stat. 348 


MISCELLANEOUS 


"Justifiable Abortion," Quay, 49 Georgetown Law Journal 225 
Wigmore on Evidence (3rd Ed.) Secs. 563, 931, 932 


° . 


UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
For the District of Columbia Circuit 


No. 16,354 


CECILIA KARIKAS, 


Vv. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


BRIEF FOR APPELLANT 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT | 


On February 27, 1961, appellant was indicted, along with a co- 
defendant, one Joanne Dinstel Coan, in thirty counts (JA. 1) Counts 
1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 charged that the defendants had forged six separate 
airline passenger tickets with intent to defraud. Counts 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 
and 12 charged the uttering of these forged airline passenger tickets. 
Counts 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, and 28 charged the defendants with forging 
the endorsement on six specific checks received upon surrender of the 
six airline tickets with intent to defraud; Counts 14, 17, 20, 23, 26, and 
29 charged the defendants with uttering these same checks, and Counts 
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15, 18, 21, 24, 27, and 30 charged these defendants with causing these 
same forged checks to be transported in interstate commerce from the 
District of Columbia to the State of New York. The defendant, Joanne 
Dinstel Coan, entered a plea of guilty to Count 16 of the indictment at 
the outset of the trial and the remaining counts against this defendant 
were dismissed. On Tuesday, March 28, appellant was acquitted on 
Counts 1 through 12 and found guilty on Counts 13 through 30 (J.A. 285, 
287). A motion for a new trial was filed on March 30, 1961, and denied 
by the Court on April 7, 1961 (J.A. 288, 289). Judgment was entered on 
April 7, 1961, and notice of appeal was filed the same day (J.A. 289). 
This Court has jurisdiction by virtue of the Act of June 25, 1958, 62 Stat. 
929, as amended, 65 Stat. 726, and 72 Stat. 348, Title 28, §1291 of the 
United States Code. 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


Appellant and the co-defendant were employed in the District of 
Columbia by a travel agency doing business as "Tour Travel" at the end 
of 1958 or at the beginning of 1959 (J.A. 41). The agency was owned by 
one Valdemar Peterson (J.A. 40). The co-defendant, Coan, was employed 
as Peterson's secretary and, in addition, sold domestic airline tickets 
(J.A. 41). The co-defendant Coan resigned from this position on April 31, 
1959 and sometime earlier that month returned to her home in Nazareth, 
Pennsylvania. She returned home to be married (J.A. 42). She returned 
to the District of Columbia in July of that year and stayed for approxi- 
mately one week, returning to Nazareth, Pennsylvania, and about three 
weeks later returned to the District of Columbia (J.A. 43). On this occa- 
sion, she stayed at the home of the appellant (J.A. 43). During this visit, 
the co-defendant, Coan, opened some file folders that she had taken to 
her home and found six blank airline tickets (J.A. 44). She said that she 
did not know that she had them nor how they came to be in the file folder 
(J.A. 45, 46). During her testimony, the co-defendant testified that she 
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told her that they were going to fill these things out (J.A. 47). She testi- 
fied, further, that six fictitious names were used and that appellant filled 
the tickets in (J.A. 48). She testified that appellant directed her to take 
the tickets to Pan American Airlines, which she did (J.A. 48). She 
stated that she received six checks payable to the names on the tickets, 
totalling $7,167. She testified further that, at the direction of the appel- 
lant, she did the typing on the tickets and used appellant's typewriter 
(J.A. 48, 50). She testified that, after receiving the checks, she endorsed 
three (J.A. 51) and that appellant then told her to open an account by 
mail with the Investment Bankers of America (J.A. 53); that she did so, 
using the name "Ann Whiteside" (J.A. 54); that she later closed the 
account and received a check for the proceeds in the name of Ann White- 
side which she endorsed and gave to the appellant (J.A. 54), and that she 
then returned to her home in Pennsylvania. She stated that she later saw 
appellant in New York in September and that appellant gave her two 
thousand dollars. ! 

Other Government witnesses established that appellant had signed 
three of the checks, which appellant admitted, and that appellgat' type- 
writer was used to fill in the tickets. 

Appellant testified that she had been employed by Tour Travel, and 
later, National Airlines; that she knew nothing of the tickets, and that she 
endorsed three of the checks at the request of the co-defendant, who stated 
that she had promised her employer that she would deposit them to the 
account of the Tour Travel Agency (J.A. 201, 202), and that she received 
no money from the transaction nor had any intent to defraud (J A. 202). 
Appellant explained that the co-defendant Coan told her that the purchasers 
of the tickets were students; that they had received a refund from the 
agency; that they had returned to their country; that the checks had to be 
deposited to the travel agency account, and asked appellant to endorse 
three so the signatures would be different, thus avoiding any aitticulty on 
payment of the checks (J.A. 201, 202). 
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On examination of the co-defendant Coan, it was established that 
she had, in 1959, forged three checks, signing the name of her employer, 
Peterson, and typing in the balance of the checks, using fictitious names 
(J.A. 171-173). It was established by the testimony of an agent of the 
FBI, Richard E. Casey, that one check was typed on appellant's type- 
writer without appellant's knowledge (J.A. 164) and this was admitted by 
the co-defendant (J.A. 172). 

On cross-examination of the co-defendant Coan, it was established 
that she had altered a marriage certificate of her employer, Valdemar 
Peterson, eradicating the maiden name of the bride and inserting her own 
(J.A. 65); that she had had a trophy made representing an award to her 
from the New York Philharmonic Society, in 1958, and that she had never 
received such an award in fact (J.A. 74); that she represented that she 
had won a Chopin award in Poland in 1955 which was the subject of an 
article and a photograph in the Allentown Call Chronicle newspaper, and 
that she in fact had never received such an award (J.A. 77-79). 


On March 20, 1961, the co-defendant Coan entered a plea of guilty 
to Count 16 of the indictment and the remaining counts against her were 
dismissed at the time of sentence. On March 28, 1961, the jury returned 
a verdict against this appellant of "not guilty" on Counts 1 through 12 
and "guilty" on Counts 13 through 30 (JA. 285-287). 


STATUTES INVOLVED 


Title 22, Section 1401, of the District of Columbia Code, 1951 edition, 
provides: 
Whoever, with intent to defraud or injure another, falsely 
makes or alters any writing of a public or private nature, 
which might operate to the prejudice of another, or passes, 
utters, or publishes, or attempts to pass, utter, or publish 
as true and genuine, any paper so falsely made or altered, 
knowing the same to be false or forged, with the intent to 
defraud or prejudice the right of another, shall be imprisoned 
for not less than one year nor more than ten years. 
(Mar. 3, 1901, 31 Stat. 1326, ch. 854, §843.) 


Title 18, Section 2314, of the United States Code Annotated, provides: 


Whoever transports in interstate or foreign commerce any 
goods, wares, merchandise, securities or money, of the 
value of $5,000 or more, knowing the same to have oe 
stolen, converted or taken by fraud; or 


Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any scheme 
or artifice to defraud, or for obtaining money or property 
by means of false or fraudulent pretenses, representations, 
or promises, transports or causes to be transported, or 
induces any person to travel in, or to be transported jin 
interstate commerce in the execution or concealment of a 
scheme or artifice to defraud that person or money or 
property having a value of $5,000 or more; or 


Whoever, with unlawful or fraudulent intent, transports in 
interstate or foreign commerce any falsely made, forged, 
altered, or counterfeited securities, knowing the same to 
have been falsely made, forged, altered, or counterfeited; or 


Whoever, with unlawful or fraudulent intent, transports in 
interstate or foreign commerce, any tool, implement, or 
thing used or fitted to be used in falsely making, forging, 
altering, or counterfeiting any security, or any part thereof— 


Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more 
than ten years, or both. 


This section shall not apply to any falsely made, forged, 
altered, counterfeited or spurious representation of an 
obligation or other security of the United States, or of an 
obligation, bond, certificate, security, treasury note, bill, 
promise to pay or bank note issued by any foreign govern- 
ment or by a bank or corporation of any foreign country. 


STATEMENT OF POINTS 


1. The court below should have ordered a mental examination of 


the co-defendant, Coan, when it became apparent on the record that she 
had represented herself on several occasions as having received numer- 
ous awards, which claims were totally false, and when sas ea that 
she had been under psychiatric observation. | 

2. The trial court exceeded the bounds of a fair trial 1 by cross- 
examining appellant and stating that she had committed a forgery and 
asking her for an explanation of her reasons for committing the forgery. 
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3. The trial court cross-examined appellant in a manner which 
would infer or indicate to the jury that the court did not believe her testi- 
mony when the entire case turned on appellant's credibility. 

4. The court further exceeded the rule of impartiality by cross- 
examining the defense witness, Kenny, on matter outside the scope of the 
direct examination in a manner which was calculated to cast doubt on 
appellant's testimony. 

5. The prosecutor improperly referred to the appellant's responses 
to the court's cross-examination as a "judicial admission" of her guilt of 


forgery, implying to the jury that appellant had confessed her guilt. 


6. The prosecutor improperly argued to the jury that defense 
counsel had reserved his opening statement until after the close of the 
Government's case for the purpose of weaving a defense which would not 
be inconsistent with the Government's evidence, thus implying that 
defense counsel had suppressed facts when there was no evidence of this 
in the record. 

7. The sole evidence of appellant's intent to defraud, an essential 
element of the crime of forgery, was the testimony of the co-defendant, 
Coan, whose lack of credibility was so clearly established that there was 
insufficient evidence upon which the jury could have returned a verdict 
of guilty on counts thirteen through thirty. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


The Government's case below turned on the question of the credi- 
bility of the co-defendant and the appellant. The co-defendant admitted 
her guilt to one count of the indictment and testified that everything she 
had done was at the direction of the appellant. Yet the evidence indicated 
that the co-defendant might be a pathological liar and totally unworthy of 
belief. The court, therefore, erred in failing to grant appellant's motion 
for a psychiatric examination of the co-defendant. 

Since the issue was extremely close, the court's cross-examination 
of the appellant in which the court stated that appellant had committed the 
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forgery and asked for an explanation of it was highly prejudicial and had 


a prejudicial effect on the jury. Appellant was acquitted of counts one 
through twelve and convicted of counts thirteen through thirty, each of 
which required guilt of forgery. Yet the Government's evidence was 

such that if appellant was guilty she was guilty of all counts since all 
counts related to a scheme to defraud. The court also examined appellant 
in a manner which indicated to the jury his lack of belief in her explana- 
tion. The prosecutor then referred to this cross-examination by the 
court as a "judicial admission" of her guilt. The court and the prosecutor 
thus exceeded the bounds of a fair trial and improperly influenced the 
jury on the issue of appellant's credibility. | 

The prosecutor argued to the jury that appellant's counsel below 
(appointed by the District Court) had reserved his opening statement for 
the purpose of first learning of the Government's evidence, thus afford- 
ing counsel for appellant an opportunity to weave a defense around the 
Government's case. This argument was highly prejudicial, totally im- 
proper and could only have had an adverse influence on the’ jury. 

The evidence offered by appellant below clearly established an 
hypothesis of innocence as consistent with the evidence as an hypothesis 
of guilt. But for the testimony of the co-defendant, who by her own 
statement was an accomplice, there was no evidence upon which the jury 
could have found appellant's intent to defraud, an essential element of 
the crime of forgery, upon which she was convicted. . The court, there- 
fore, erred in failing to grant defendant's motion for judgment of 
acquittal at the close of the case. | 
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ARGUMENT 


THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN REFUSING TO REQUIRE 

A MENTAL EXAMINATION OF THE CO-DEFENDANT 

COAN, WHO WAS AN ESSENTIAL WITNESS FOR THE 

GOVERNMENT WHERE THERE WAS EVIDENCE THAT 

THE WITNESS MIGHT BE A PATHOLOGICAL LIAR. 

The trial court erred in refusing to require 2 mental examination 
of the co-defendant below, Joanne Dinstel Coan, who pleaded guilty to one 
count of the indictment and testified as a Government witness implicating 
appellant. Her testimony was essential to the Government's case since 


it was the only evidence of the intent to defraud, an essential element of 


the crime of forgery of which appellant was convicted. It was established 


on cross-examination that the co-defendant had a complete disregard for 
the truth and a propensity to live in a dream world completely beyond the 
scope of reality. It was established on cross-examination of the co- 
defendant, Coan, that during her life of fantasy she had: 
1. Eradicated the name of the wife of her former employer, 

Petersen, from a marriage certificate and inserted her 

own name, and when asked why she did it answered, "It 

was all ina -- sort of -- there was no definite reason 

for it." (J.A. 65) Def. Ex. No. 1 

That she was married on June 18, 1959, promptly had 

difficulties with her husband was under the care of a 

psychiatrist. (J.A. 72) 

That she represented that she had won an award in the 

form of a trophy awarded by the New York Philharmonic 

Society. (J.A. 74) That she had a trophy made with her 

name on it purporting to be an award from the New York 

Philharmonic Society, and that she had photographs taken 

of herself with the trophy. She admitted that she had pur- 

chased the trophies and that they were never awarded by 

the New York Philharmonic Society to her. (J.A. 76) 
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That she had represented that she had won an award 

called the Chopin Award in 1955 as a result of competi- 

tion in Poland, that the award was made by the Govern- 

ment of Poland and that this was the subject of an article 

in her home town newspaper, the Allentown Call Chronicle, 

and that in fact she had never played in Poland and had 

never received such an award. (JA. 77-78) | 
In this article a statement was made that she had played with the Bell 
Symphony and under cross-examination she admitted that she had played 
the trombone with this Symphony which was an amateur and professional 
Symphony, and that she was not sure whether she had given this informa- 
tion to the newspaper. (J.A. 81) Later she admitted that she might have 
given the information for this newspaper article over the telephone 
(J.A. 85). 


On the basis of this evidence an affidavit of a practicing physician 


in the District of Columbia, Warren C. Johnson, M. D., was offered to the 
court in which the doctor stated his opinion that there might be a serious 
doubt about whether Joanne Dinstel (Coan) is suffering from a condition 
which causes her to be a pathological liar. 

Pathological lying is defined in Webster's New International Dic- 
tionary, 2nd Edition, as, "Lying so exaggerated and senseless that it is 
thought to result from mental disorder." | 

During a colloquy at the bench the prosecutor pointed out to the 
court in explanation of his objection to cross-examination of the witness, 
Coan, that the witness had married a homosexual and that she had had 
an abortion. It was stated that the abortion was legal and under the 
direction of a physician. It is not clear from the transcript, but it 
appears that the abortion was procured in New York. (J A. 71) Had 
counsel been permitted to explore this further, this might well have pro- 
duced additional evidence for the court as to the necessity for psychiatric 
evaluation of this witness. | 
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At Mt. Sinai Hospital in New York during the period November 1, 
1952 through March 1, 1958 of the 125 therapeutic abortions performed, 
the major single cause was psychiatric. Forty-two percent of the cases 
were performed for psychiatric reasons, twenty-five percent eugenic, 
ten percent past or present malignancy, and twenty-one percent other 
causes. "Justifiable Abortion," Quay, 49 Georgetown Law Journal 225. 

The court; however, did not permit defense counsel to inquire into 
the circumstances of the abortion so the reasons for it are not in the 
record. It should be noted also that while the court refused to permit 
defense counsel to inquire about the abortion of the wimess, Coan, the 
court did permit Government counsel to establish that the appellant had 
had an illegitimate child. (J.A. 216, 217) 

Prior to the commencement of the trial below, counsel for appellant 
moved the court to order a mental examination of the co-defendant, Coan. 
The court denied the motion (J.A. 17-19) acting apparently solely on the 
representation of her counsel that he found nothing wrong with her 


mentally at all concluding, "She may not be the brightest girl in the 
world, but there is nothing wrong with her." (JA. 20) 
This court has pointed out in the past that counsel's evaluation of 


his client's sanity is not controlling on the court. Overholser v. Lynch, 
___U.S. App. D.C. __, 288 F.2d 388 (1961). Admittedly the court did 
not have a great deal of information before it prior to the commencement 
of the trial. However, the motion was renewed when there was con- 
siderable evidence in the record which would place the mental condition 
of the co-defendant in considerable doubt. (J.A. 122, 123) 

It could certainly not be suggested that every witness in every case 
should be subjected to psychiatric examination. The court commented 
having heard the testimony of the co-defendant that he saw not the 
slightest basis for a mental examination. (J.A. 127) However, in this 
state of the record and where the Government's case against appellant 
depended entirely upon the veracity of her co-defendant, elemental safe- 
guards of justice would have been justified here by directing a mental 
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examination of the co-defendant to determine whether she was in facta 
pathological liar. | 

The testimony of an expert witness is admissible on the issue of 
a witness' mental state for the purpose of determining credibility. 
Taborsky v. State, 142 Conn. 619, 116 A.2d 433 (1955); United States v. 
Hiss, 88 F. Supp. 559 (1950); Wigmore on Evidence (3rd Ed. ) Secs. 563, 
931, 932. 

It is submitted, therefore, that the court below should have desig- 
nated one or more experts to examine the co-defendant and report their 
opinion. This evidence would have had a bearing on the propriety of her 
guilty plea and would have been admissible on the issue of her credibility 
as a witness. 


I. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN QUESTIONING APPELLANT 
IN A MANNER WHICH INDICATED THAT THE COURT 
BELIEVED APPELLANT WAS GUILTY OF FORGERY AND 
DOUBTED HER EXPLANATION AND IN PERMITTING 
GOVERNMENT COUNSEL TO CHARACTERIZE APPELLANT'S 
ANSWERS TO THE COURT AS A "JUDICIAL ADMISSION" OF 
HER GUILT OF FORGERY. 


As has been pointed out above the issue of appellant's guilt was a 


close question for the jury. The Government had to rely upon circum- 
stantial evidence except for the testimony of the co-defendant, Coan. 
The testimony of the handwriting expert only supported the testimony of 
appellant who admitted signing the checks but denied any intent to profit 
or intent to defraud. The sole evidence on the required intent to defraud 
was the testimony of the co-defendant. | 

The credibility of this witness was not sufficient, without corrobora- 
tion, to permit the jury to consider the question of appellant's guilt on the 
forgery counts. In this posture of the case, appellant testified in her own 
defense, admitted endorsing three checks at the behest of the co-defendant 
to facilitate depositing the checks to the account of the travel agency and 
denied any intent to defraud. ! 
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Appellant was cross-examined extensively by Government counsel 
without success; when the Court took over the cross-examination in the 
following manner: 


Q. [BY MR. SMITHSON] Weren't you at all concerned 
about the forgery of the fictitious names on the back of the 
checks ? 


MR. SANDGROUND: I object, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: On what ground? 


MR. SANDGROUND: I don't think that is a proper ques- 
tion. It is a conclusion, forgery, and has certain legal 
implications. 

THE COURT: It also has a meaning, I think, for any 
layman. 

I overrule the objection. You may answer. 

Weren't you concerned about forging a negotiable check? 

THE WITNESS: I did not think of forgery, sir. 

THE COURT: What did you think of it as? 


THE WITNESS: I was just merely accommodating Miss 
Dinstel in'signing the name of the person on the front to the 
other side, so that the names would look different, and that 
she could deposit them in the bank in New York, as she said 
she would. 


THE COURT: To whose account? 
THE WITNESS: To Tour Travel account. 


THE COURT: Now, you said in your direct testimony 
in that connection, that she told you that these payees on 
those checks had already gotten their refunds, did you not? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; uh, huh. 

THE COURT: And these checks -- they had already 
gotten refunds and had gone away or -- 

THE WITNESS: Gone back to wherever they came from? 


THE COURT: -- Gone back to their respective countries, 
and these were the checks they were to have gotten, but they 
had gone, and they were already paid? 


THE WITNESS: That is right, they received their money 
back in cash, I suppose. 


THE COURT: Now, you had been, by that time, in the 
airline business for quite a while, Flying Tigers and the 
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freight line, and Combined Airlines, which is a passenger 
line, and possibly Tour Travel, and National Air Lines? 


THE WITNESS: Right. 


THE COURT: Didn't you know, from your experience, by 
that time, that airlines just don't do that? a 

THE WITNESS: Well, sir, it was on occasion, whenever 
we received Government transportation requests, which the 
traveler is required to sign with his name, when he gets an 
airline ticket, when he has left, and has taken his ticket, and 
evidently used it, well, we just signed his name into that. 

THE COURT: Now, she said that they had already gotten 
a refund in cash. 


THE WITNESS: That is right. 
THE COURT: Well, my question to you is this: 


Didn't you know that airlines don't do that; they do what 
these checks purport -- they pay the refund by check, so that 
they will have a record of it? 


THE WITNESS: A travel agency -- | 
THE COURT: Didn't you know they don't give refunds in 


cash ? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes, they do, sir. 

THE COURT: They do? THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: That didn't strike you as unusual? 

THE WITNESS: No, it didn't. (J.A. 228-229) 

THE COURT: Didn't that strike you as a rather odd 
transaction to pay in cash instead of by check, and then draw 
a check to a person by name who had already been paid, and 
then have Tour Travel through any one of their employees -- 
it wouldn't matter, it seems to me, which one of them, if they 
were going to engage in that kind of transaction, anybody could 
have endorsed them and put it back in their own account from 
which they had already paid these six or seven people cash 
money -- 


THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Didn't that seem involved? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. | 
THE COURT: You mean it is a normal transaction ? 


THE WITNESS: I don't know whether it is a normal trans- 
action. 
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THE COURT: Had you ever, prior to this, ever heard of 
such 2 transaction ? 


THE WITNESS: Well, a travel agency, if you purchase a 
ticket from it in cash, and go back to the same person, all you 
have to do is give him back the ticket and he will give you cash. 


THE COURT: Having done that, he bought the ticket and 
he brings it back, and accepts the surrender of the ticket; you 
give him cash, you have already paid him. Do you then draw a 
check in his name when you know you have already paid him, 
and then have somebody endorse his name on the back of the 
check in writing, and deposit it in your account? 


THE WITNESS: I suppose you could. 
THE COURT: Have you ever heard of it being done ? 
THE WITNESS: Not actually. 


THE COURT: Does it make any sense to you, that kind of 
a transaction ? 


THE WIINESS: It did, yes, sir. 


THE COURT: It did. Well then, I take it, from what you 
say, that you didn't see anything wrong with it at all, being 


asked by her to sign these three checks ? 
THE WITNESS: No, I did not. 


THE COURT: Why didn't you ask her if she signed the 
others, why didn't she sign all seven of these, if there was 
nothing wrong about it, a normal transaction, didn't that occur 
to you? 

THE WITNESS: No, because she wanted the signatures to 
be different on the other checks. 


THE COURT: Why would they have to be different if they 
were going back in the same pocket -- why would they have to 
be different? 


THE WITNESS: I don't know, sir. 
THE COURT: Didn't it occur to you that that was odd? 
THE WITNESS: No. 


THE COURT: You are not telling us now that you did 
something which you knew at the time was wrong? You are 
not admitting that you did something that you knew was wrong 
or thought was wrong? You just did it because it seemed all 
right, because it seemed perfectly normal, is that right? Is 
that a fair statement? 


THE WITNESS: Yes, I would say so, sir. 


15 


THE COURT: That isall. (J.A. 230-231) 
The effect of this cross-examination by the court was to convey to 


the jury the court's conclusion that appellant had forged a negotiable check 
and that the court was inquiring as to why the appellant had committed the 
forgery. It was on the forgery counts that appellant was convicted. (JA. 
286-287). The court, in examining the appellant in this accusatory manner, 
supplied the support for the intent to defraud which was otherwise lacking . 
Not only did the court state as a conclusionary fact in its questions that 
appellant had forged a negotiable check but the court then asked the last 
question, quoted above, which is purely repetitive and argumentative and 
which clearly would have been objectionable had it been asked by trial 
counsel rather than the court. The implication in this question is clearly 
a lack of belief in the appellant's explanation, when the anc of 
appellant was vital to her defense. 

This improper examination of the appellant by the court was aggra- 
vated and its effect emphasized and stressed by counsel for the Govern- 
ment when he said, in his argument to the jury: | 


Now, this defendant has likewise stated that she | knew 
Kelly. In effect, she has stated when she said that she did 
these forgeries, she has admitted to the forgeries, call it that, 


if you want a judicial admission in open court, of the forgery, 
but she denies that she had any intent to profit by them. 


She goes further when she signs that forgery. She admits 
to the interstate transportation of these checks. What did she 
say? She said, "I did it to help a friend.” (Supp. JA. 2) 
(underscoring supplied) 


Thus, Government counsel stressed the court's conclusicndicy statement 
that appellant had committed the forgery as constituting a "judicial admis- 
sion" of her guilt. That this examination by the court and the substantive 


argument by the Government counsel had a prejudicial effect on the jury 


is shown by the fact that the jury acquitted appellant on counts 1 through 
13 but convicted appellant on the forgery counts when, had the jury be- 
lieved the Government witness appellant was guilty on all counts if she 
was guilty on any counts. Had the trial court not stated as a fact that 
appellant had committed the forgery and argued with appellant on the 


16 


witness stand as to what she had in mind when she signed her name, the 
jury might well have taken the same view with counts 14 through 30 as it 
did with counts 1 through 18. As is shown above, the court also attacked 
the credibility of appellant's testimony by stating that airlines just do not 
give refunds in cash and that travel agencies do not give refunds in cash, 
as had been previously stated by appellant and when appellant insisted that 
travel agencies do give refunds in cash, the court stated, "That doesn't 
strike you as unusual?" Again the court characterized this as a "rather 
odd transaction.” The court then charged the jury that the unlawful or 
fraudulent intent necessary to forgery need not be proved directly but may 
be inferred by the jury from the circumstances of the case. (JA. 271) 

This Court has recognized the position of great influence which the 
trial judge has with a jury. In Blunt v. United States, 100 U.S. App. D.C. 
266, 244 F. 2d 355 (1957), this Court said at page 365: 


When it is the judge who undertakes to supplement the evi- 
dence, the harm is even greater than when the prosecutor does 
it, for “the influence of the trial judge on the jury is neces- 
sarily and properly of great weight, and * * * his lightest word 
or intimation is received with deference, and may prove con- 
trolling." Starr v. United States, supra, 153 U.S. at page 626, 
14 S. Ct. at page 923. Such conduct by the judge is a fatal "cut 
into the presumption of innocence to which defendants are en- 
titled.” United States v. Brandt, supra, 196 F. 2d at page 656. 
Principles designed to protect this presumption "are not pious 
platitudes recited to placate the shades of venerated legal 
ancients. They are working rules of law binding upon the 
court.” Billeci v. United States, 87 U.S. App. D.C. at page 283, 
184 F. 2d at page 403. 


Particularly in a case where the evidence is as concistent with the 


hypothesis of innocence as it is of guilt, except for the testimony of a wit- 


ness who not only pled guilty as an accomplice but was also shown on 
cross-examination to be a pathological liar, is it impossible that the jury 
was not swayed and influenced by the court's examination and the court's 
obvious feeling toward the defendant's guilt. In a case quite similar to the 
instant case, United States v. Carmel, 267 F. 2d 345 (1959), the Court of 
Appeals for the Seventh Circuit reversed a conviction where the trial 
court examined witnesses in a manner quite similar to the examination of 
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appellant. The Court said at page 350: 


We realize that an alert and capable judge at times feels 
that he can assist in developing the evidence by participating 
in the interrogation of witnesses. However, he would ordi- 
narily do well to forego such intrusion upon the functions of 
counsel, thus maintaining the court's position of impartiality, 
in the eyes of the ever-observant jurors. The record in this 
case reveals no justification for the extensive intervention of 
the able trial judge. 


For these reasons, we believe that the court sired and 
that a new trial must be granted to Carmel. The judgment 
below is reversed and this cause is remanded to the district 
court for a new trial of the defendant Carmel. 


And, in Gomila v. United States, 146 F. 2d 372, 373 ate the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals stated the rule as: 


A fair and impartial trial is guaranteed to every: Gceendant. 
and fundamentally means a trial before an impartial judge and 
by an impartial jury. In aid of truth and in furtherance of 
justice, the court may question a witness, — in fact, he may 
call and question a witness not used by either party, — but in 
so doing the court should be careful to preserve an attitude of 
impartiality and guard against giving the jury any impression 
that the court was of the opinion that defendant was guilty. 

The opinion of the judge, on account of his position and the 
respect and confidence reposed in him and in his learning and 
assumed impartiality is likely to have great weight with the 
jury, and such fact of necessity requires impartial conduct on 
his part. See also Adler v. United States, 182 F. 464, 474 
(1910) and Hunter v. United States, 62 F. 2d 217, 220 (1932). 


It is clear from the nature of the Court's questions in the instant case that 
he doubted appellant's explanation. In stating that appellant had forged the 


check and then inquiring as to her concern, the judge usurped the jury's 
function and in effect pronounced his judgment as to her guilt. When the 
appellant's witness, Vera Kenny, was on the witness stand she testified on 


direct examination solely that international airline tickets are made out 
in the same manner as domestic airline tickets using a different tariff. 
(J.A. 178) Nevertheless, the court permitted the prosecutor to exceed 
the scope of the direct examination and then the court itself went even 
further by examining the witness in the following manner: | 
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BY MR. SMITHSON: 


Q. You met Neil Kelly with the defendant Karikas, isn't 
that true ? 


A. He was in the office. 


Q. And in fact, you know as a fact, Miss Kenny, that the 
person Kelly gave to the defendant a number of worthless 
checks for transportation, isn't that true ? 


A. I do know he gave a check, yes. 
THE COURT: Isn't that true—to her, Cecilia Karikas? 
THE WITNESS: No, National Air Lines. 


THE COURT: Who did he hand them to—her? 
THE WITNESS: Because he was a passenger; yes, sir. 


THE COURT: Was his transaction with Miss Karikas, 
that is my question, or was it with you? 


THE WITNESS: It wasn't with either one personally, sir, 
it was with National Air Lines, he was a passenger. 


THE COURT: Did he mail in the checks? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir; he came in and purchased a ticket. 
THE COURT: From whom? 

THE WITNESS: And he paid for his ticket by check. 


THE COURT: Whom did he purchase the ticket from— 
Miss Karikas ? 


THE WITNESS: I believe it was she. 

THE COURT: Did you meet him through Miss Karikas? 
THE WITNESS: In the office, yes. 

THE COURT: That is what we mean. 

The questioning of appellant by the court as emphasized and charac- 
terized by Government counsel as a "judicial admission" of guilt of the 
forgery and the further statement by the prosecutor that she had admitted 
to the forgeries but denied any intent to profit by them, was clearly im- 
proper and conveyed to the jury the concept that by admitting she had 
signed certain names on the back of the checks, appellant had thus admit- 
ted her guilt to forgery, and that the judge so interpreted her testimony. 
That this had a prejudicial effect on the jury is apparent and is evidenced 
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by the fact that had the jury believed the Government's case, appellant 
was as guilty of counts 1 through 12 as she was of counts 18 through 30. 
The inconsistency in this verdict can be explained only by the statement 
of the court in questioning appellant and the argument of Government 
counsel referred to above. | 


MI. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN PERMITTING GOVERNMENT 
COUNSEL TO ARGUE TO THE JURY THAT COUNSEL FOR 
APPELLANT HAD RESERVED AN OPENING STATEMENT 
TO THE JURY TO PERMIT COUNSEL AND APPELLANT AN 
OPPORTUNITY TO WEAVE A DEFENSE AFTER THE CLOSE 
OF THE GOVERNMENT'S CASE, THUS IMPUGNING THE 
CONDUCT OF COUNSEL AND APPELLANT IN AN IMPROPER 
AND PREJUDICIAL MANNER. 


Government counsel in his closing argument to the jury made the 
following statement: 


Now, this defendant has said, and when did she say it, by 
the way? She said that she did forge three eadcrecment: 
three checks, Schonenberg, Lee, and Chen. 


Now, ladies and gentlemen, as you well know, the defense 
does not have to say anything at any time. It is up to the 
Government to prove the case beyond a reasonable doubt. 


But I submit to you, ladies and gentlemen, as is per- 
fectly shown by the fact that the opening statement was re- 
served, that you would have heard no such admission from 


this defendant, if the Government hadn't brought forward the 
handwriting testimony of Mr. Casey. (Supp. J-A- 2) 
Again in the rebuttal argument on behalf of the Government the prosecutor 


said: 


Ladies and gentlemen, the signing of the documents that 
was offered to you, those two checks, Schonenberg and Lee, I 
submit this to you ladies and gentlemen, that there wouldn't 
have been one statement from that stand from the defendant 
Karikas that she signed anything until that agent testified, not 
one bit would have been in this. 


I submit to you, ladies and gentlemen, as shown. by the 
fact of that reservation of any opening statement until the 
Government's case was in, which is perfectly proper to do, 
but once it is in and they see what they have to combat, then 


they can take their little needle and the threatland they can 
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weave the scheme as they will, through, into the fact, and out 


where it pinches. (Supp. J.A. 3) 

The effect of this argument by Government counsel is to accuse counsel for 
the defendant (who was appointed by the District Court) of having assisted 
in presenting a false and fraudulent defense, and, in fact, accuses the trial 
counsel for appellant of subornation of perjury. That this is highly im- 
proper and was intended to prejudice and influence the jury is patent on 

the face of the statements. In any circumstances and in any case, such 
argument plays no reasonable role. Even in civil cases an accusation such 
as this of improper conduct on the part of defense counsel or on the part of 
the defendant where there is no evidence to justify it requires reversal 
even though no objection may have been raised at the time. In Snipes v. 


United States, 230 F. 2d 165 (1956) the Court of Appeals in reversing a 


conviction said at page 167: 


It has been held that where evidence of guilt is overwhelm- 
ing, minor prejudicial errors will not be considered unless 
pointed out to the trial court for correction, and preserved for 
review. But this does not preclude a reviewing court from 
noting important errors on the face of the record in a case 
where the issue of guilt is close. That it was close in this 
case is evidenced by the fact that the first jury acquitted the 
appellant on two similar counts of a twelve-count indictment 
and disagreed on ten others and, upon the second trial, acquit- 
ted on nine counts and convicted on but one. We think that, in 
these circumstances, the cumulative effect of the listing of 
the defendant as parading under the name of Anderson, the 
extravagant argument of the district attorney, and the false 
evidence of the witness Bruce combined to create an atmosphere 
of guilt that could not be dispelled by any corrective ruling of 
the Court, short of mistrial. 


The responsibility of the United States Attorney in a criminal case was 
clearly defined by the Supreme Court in Berger v. United States, 295 U.S. 
78, 88 (1935) where the court said: 


The United States Attorney is the representative not of 
an ordinary party to a controversy, but of a sovereignty whose 
obligation to govern impartially is as compelling as its obliga- 
tion to govern at all; and whose interest, therefore, ina 
criminal prosecution is not that it shall win a case, but that 
justice shall be done. As such, he is in a peculiar and very 
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definite sense the servant of the law, the twofold aim of which 
is that guilt shall not escape or innocence suffer. He may 
prosecute with earnestness and vigor—indeed, he should do so. 
But, while he may strike hard blows, he is not at liberty to 
strike foul ones. It is as much his duty to refrain from im- 
proper methods calculated to produce a wrongful conviction 

as it is to use every legitimate means to bring about a just one. 


ih Accardo v. United States, 101 U.S. App. D.C. 162, 249 F.2d 519 
(1957) this court held that the remarks of a prosecuting attorney in his 
summation were improper and prejudicial, but since no objection was made 
at the trial the court declined to pass upon the prejudicial effect of the 
argument in the exercise of its discretion. The dissenting opinion pointed 
out at 249 F.2d 519, 522, that where the effect of the argument of the 
Government counsel is to bolster the weak part of the prosecution's case 
by an appeal to passion and prejudice, there was plain and prejudicial 
error and the trial judge should have stopped the argument without waiting 
for an objection. 

In the instant case the weakest part of the Government's case was 
attempting to prove that the appellant had an intent to defraud when she 
signed certain names on the back of these checks. The only evidence to 
that effect was the testimony of the accomplice, Coan, whose testimony at 
best was to be received with care, caution and suspicion, and who was also 
shown to have engaged in a life far removed from reality, supplemented by 
extravagant efforts to document great prowess which never existed and 
who was demonstrated to be a person who had no regard whatsoever for 
the truth. Thus, the court's statement in cross-examining ‘appellant that 
appellant had admitted this forgery and the argument of Government counsel 
that appellant had admitted the forgery, had great and unusual weight. 

This situation was aggravated beyond any bounds of reason by the 
accusation of Government counsel that defense counsel had assisted appel- 
lant in weaving a scheme of defense after the Government's case was in 
and that this reprehensible and unethical conduct was demonstrated by the 
fact that trial counsel had reserved the making of an opening statement 
until the Government's case was in. While the transcript of the trial does 
not include the opening statement of the Government, the common practice 


in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia is for de- 
fendant's counsel in a criminal case to either make an opening statement 
at the conclusion of the opening statement of the Government or to ask the 
court for permission to reserve the making of an opening statement until 
the Government's case has been concluded. The court may grant permis- 
sion to counsel to reserve the right to make an opening statement. It is 
shocking that an assistant United States Attorney would argue not once, but 
on two separate occasions, in his closing argument to the jury that a 
tactical choice approved and permitted by the judge was evidence that 
counsel had participated in a scheme with the defendant to first listen to 
the Government's case, and "then they can take their little needle and the 
thread and they can weave the scheme as they will, through, into the fact, 
and out where it pinches.” 

There is a long line of cases in both the Federal and State courts 
holding that even in civil cases the argument by one counsel insinuating 
that opposing counsel was attempting to suppress facts is prejudicial and 


reversible error. In Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Company of Texas 


v. Ridgway, 191 F. 2d 363 (1951) the Court of Appeals said at pages 369-370: 


While considerable latitude is allowed counsel in argument 
before the jury in criticizing opposing counsel, nevertheless 
counsel must keep within the evidence and may not employ 
language not justified by the record, or resort to uncalled for 
personal abuse, and it is highly reprehensible for counsel in 
argument to use, without supporting evidence, language imply- 
ing that facts have been suppressed by opposing counsel. While 
freedom of speech must be accorded counsel, it is said to be 
license, not freedom of speech, for counsel to base his argu- 
ment on an appeal to passion and prejudice not warranted by 
the proof. 


The rule is consistently observed in civil cases and of course should be 
more acutely observed in criminal cases. In Kroger Grocery & Baking 

Co. v. Stewart, 164 F. 2d 841 (1947), the Court of Appeals for the Eighth 
Circuit said at page 844: 


With respect to the alleged misconduct of counsel for 
plaintiff in his argument to the jury, his insinuation that oppos- 
ing counsel had "tried everything except the facts" had nothing 
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whatever to do with the merits of the controversy between the 
parties. The remark was improper and offensive and the 
refusal of the court to direct the jury to disregard it was 
error. The attitude of this Court and of other federal appel- 
late courts toward the interjection of irrelevant personalities 
and appeals to prejudice or passion in final argument, has 
been so clearly stated in many cases as to call for no further 
discussion. New York Central R. Co. v. Johnson, 279 U. S. 
310, 317-319. 


In the case of Garrett v. State, 123 P. 2d 283 (1942) such statements 
by the prosecutor as that the defendant had framed an alibi and that the 
defendant "wiggles out with his good counsel" were held by the criminal 
Court of Appeals of Oklahoma to be reversible error. The Court said at 
pages 287-288: ! 


“We cannot escape the conclusion that the fair and im- 
partial trial to which the defendant was entitled was prejudiced 
by the remarks of the court and the County Attorney. We may 
remark here that the state only demands the punishment of a 
citizen when his guilt has been clearly established according 
to the forms and rules of law prescribed for ascertaining his 
guilt. It is not to shield the guilty, but to protect the innocent, 
that courts are steadfast in upholding the forms and rules of 
law by which it may be lawfully determined who are guilty. A 
fair trial is a legal trial, or one conducted in all material 
things in substantial conformity to law. The state does not 
expect and will not tolerate the use of any unfair means or 
methods to secure the conviction of one charged with crime. 
If a conviction of the defendant cannot be had fairly, then the 
state does not ask for a conviction, because such a conviction 
would be tainted with, if not founded upon, injustice and wrong. 


See also Safeway Stores, Inc. v. Brigance, 118 S.W. 2d 812 (1938); Smith 
v. State, 142 So. 779 (1932); and People v. Teiper, 186 App. Div. 830, 175 
N.Y.S. 197, modified 188 App. Div. 949, 178 N.Y-S. 54. | 

While the accusation here that counsel had reserved his opening 


statement for the purpose of first hearing the Government's evidence, and 
for the purpose of weaving a statement after "they" see what "they" have 


to combat, is an entirely improper argument and could only prejudice the 
jury, it is more seriously an accusation of unethical conduct on the part 

of defendant's counsel. In any case such argument should not be permitted 
but it is particularly prejudicial in a case where the evidence is close as 


it was here and where the credibility of the defendant was determinative 
of her entire defense. It is submitted, therefore, that the argument of the 
counsel for the Government requires that this conviction be reversed. 


Iv. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN DENYING APPELLANT'S 
MOTION FOR A JUDGMENT OF ACQUITTAL WHEN THERE 
WAS INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE OF THE INTENT TO DEFRAUD, 
AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT OF THE CRIMES CHARGED. 


The sole evidence of the Government to establish the intent to defraud 
which was a necessary and essential part of the Government's case was the 
testimony of the co-defendant, Joanne Dinstel Coan. As has been pointed 
out above, she was clearly demonstrated to be a person with no regard for 
the truth and no regard for reality. Her testimony as to how she came into 
possession of the tickets is hardly credible and her testimony that this 
appellant had directed her every step of the way in this scheme also has 
no ring of veracity. It is incredible that this appellant could have directed 
every step of the scheme when she had no knowledge of the tickets until 
the co-defendant, Coan, produced them and that the co-defendant, Coan, 
purchased the stamp, surrendered the tickets, secured the checks, in fact 
did everything but endorse three checks solely at the direction of this 
appellant. 

The testimony of the FBI agent Casey was most important, in that 
he established that appellant's typewriter was used to type the airline 
tickets (J.A. 152,153). Yet it later developed that the co-defendant, Coan, 
had on a previous occasion filled in and forged a check which the witness 
Casey established had been typed on appellant's typewriter (J.A. 164), and 
the co-defendant, Coan, admitted this was done without appellant's knowl- 
edge (J.A. 176). She also admitted negotiating the forged check without 
any knowledge or direction of appellant (J.A. 176). Appellant thus 


presented a defense as consistent with innocence as with guilt, and the 
only evidence which could establish guilt was the testimony of the co- 
defendant who had previously forged and uttered a check and whose 
credibility was shattered on cross-examination. Added to that is the 
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requirement that the testimony of an accomplice must be received with 
care, caution and suspicion. It is submitted that there was not sufficient 
evidence, therefore, upon which the jury could have found appellant guilty 
beyond a reasonable doubt and the court erred in refusing : direct a 
verdict of acquittal at the close of the case. | 

Since the accomplice was not worthy of belief and since her credi- 
bility was shattered to a point where conviction of a felony could not be 
sustained upon her testimony, and since her testimony was essential to 
proof of the Government's case, it is clear thata reasonable mind must 
have had a reasonable doubt as to appellant's guilt and the motion for 
acquittal should have been granted. A jury should not be permitted to 
speculate as to guilt or innocence nor should they be permitted to reach 
a decision based upon conjecture or prejudice. Without the testimony of 
the witness, Coan, the Government could have made no case against this 
appellant upon which she could have been convicted. Since the witness, * 
Coan, was totally unworthy of belief the trial court should have granted 
the motion for acquittal of appellant. See Curley v. United States, 81 U.S. 
App. D.C. 389, 160 F. 2d 229 (1947) cert. den. 331 U.S. 837. 


CONCLUSION 


On the basis of the foregoing arguments, it is submitted that there 
was insufficient evidence upon which a jury could convict appellant and the 
judgment of guilt on counts 13 through 30 should be set aside and the case 
remanded to the District Court with instructions to enter a judgment of 
acquittal on these counts, or in the alternative, since appellant did not re- 
ceive a fair trial, the ‘judgment should be reversed and the case remanded 
for a new trial. ) 


Respectfully submitted, 


ROBERT L. ACKERLY | 


1625 K Street, N. W.. 
Washington 6, D.C. | 


Attorney for Appellant 
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SUPPLEMENTAL JOINT APPENDIX 


[Filed June 15, 1961] 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Holding a Criminal Term 
Grand Jury Impaneled on December 22, 1960 Sworn in on January 3, 1961 


The United States of America : Criminal No. 136-'61 
Vv. : Grand Jury No. ORIG. 


Joanne D. Coan : Violation: 22 D.C.C. 1401 
Cecilia Karikas (Forgery and Uttering) 
18 U.S.C. 2314 
(Interstate Transportation 
of Forged Securities) 


ARGUMENT BY GOVERNMENT 
In this particular case, we have the testimony of Mr. Petersen. 


Mr. Petersen's testimony was that this particular defendant, together with 
the other defendant, Joanne Dinstel Coan, who, as counsel brought out, has 
pled guilty to one of the counts of this indictment, were employees; ...- (p. 5) 

This woman, Joanne Coan, took those six airline tickets in. I don't 
propose to defend to you Joanne Coan. I don't defend her in the slightest 
bit. She is guilty, I submit to you, from the evidence, as she pled guilty. 

I submit to you the evidence proves that her accomplice in this case 
is likewise guilty, and that the evidence so shows. ..-.- (p. 8) 

She said that she signed three of them. The defendant signed three. 

She pled guilty to one of those particular counts. . . - (p. 9) 

But let's go on to the rest of this particular matter. ! Joanne Coan, 
to be blunt about it, has obviously lied, has obviously made misstatements 
concerning her abilities or prowess as a musician; she denies that she 
made any concerning her education, but she admits them, obviously, about 
her prowess as a musician. | 

But she had the honesty to stand up and admit to you what she had 
done in this particular case. She readily admitted this. 
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But going a step farther, she admitted that she had told these false- 
hoods when she was first examined about it, before, actually, she had ever 
been confronted with the pictures of the awards. 

She admitted, yes, she had said that, and she had not participated in 
what was it, the Warsaw Poland Festival, some music thing. 

So there was acknowledgment that she did or had in the past told 
these stories. .. (pp. 13, 14) 

Now, this defendant has said, and when did she say it, by the way? 
She said that she did forge three endorsements, three checks, Schonen- 
berg, Lee, and Chen. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, as you well know, the defense does not 
have to say anything at any time. It is up to the Government to prove the 
case beyond a reasonable doubt. .. . (p. 15) 

But I submit to you, ladies and gentlemen, as is perfectly shown by 
the fact that the opening statement was reserved, that you would have 
heard no such admission from this defendant, if the Government hadn't 


brought forward the handwriting testimony of Mr. Casey. .. . (p. 16) 
Now, this defendant has likewise stated that she knew Kelly. In 
effect, she has stated when she said that she did these forgeries, she has 
admitted to the forgeries, call it that, if you want a judicial admission in 
open court, of the forgery, but she denies that she had any intent to profit 


by them. 

She goes further when she signs that forgery. She admits to the 
interstate transportation of these checks. What did she say? She said, 
"] did it to help a friend.” .. .(p. 17) 

I say to you, ladies and gentlemen, these circumstances plus the 
testimony of Joanne Coan, inextricably connects this defendant to this 
crime, and should. 

They are going to say to you that Joanne Coan is an accomplice. 
She pled guilty to only one count, and what was her motive for doing such? 
What did she hope to benefit? 

She also testified before you ladies and gentlemen not as to one 
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count, but she testified as to what she did, what she did on the checks and 
what she did on the tickets. | 


What she pleads to, ladies and gentlemen, also is a responsibility 
of the United States Attorney's office. .. . (pp. 21, 22) 

They tried Joanne Coan here before you and not the defendant. 

I say that the Government's case is not dependent on Joanne Coan. 


Ladies and gentlemen, we don't need the testimony of Joanne Coan 
as to four of — six of those transactions out of the 30. : 

We don't need her testimony. | 

We need her testimony, candidly, to make the remaining 24, but not 
six of them; the forgery, the uttering and the interstate Seep aioe of 
Schonenberg and Lee. 

No, you don't need it because the testimony of the FBI an does 
that. . (p. 23) 

Now, it has been argued to you, ladies and gentlemen, that charac- 
ter testimony was offered. They talked of Mr. Baker and what was the 
other man's name, Mr. Hardy — that they came up here. They left the 
inference that it was voluntary. | 

Of course, a subpoena from the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia goes anywhere in the United States. .'. . (p. 24) 

Ladies and gentlemen, the signing of ‘the documents ‘that was offered 
to you, those two checks, Schonenberg and Lee, I submit this to you ladies 
and gentlemen, that there wouldn't have been one statement from that 
stand from the defendant Karikas that she signed anything until that agent 

testified, not one bit would have been in this. | 

I submit to you, ladies and gentlemen, as shown by the fact of that 
reservation of any opening statement until the Government's case was in, 
which is perfectly proper to do, but once it is in and they gee what they 
have to combat, then they can take their little needle and the thread and 
they can weave the scheme as they will, through, into the fact, and out 
where it pinches. . . . (p. 25) 


